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TESTIMONY  OF  MEMBERS  OF  CONGRESS  AND  PUBLIC 

WITNESSES 


Tuesday,  March  23,  1993. 
STATE  OF  ILLINOIS 

WITNESS 
JOHN  J.  CULLERTON,  A  STATE  SENATOR  FOR  THE  STATE  OF  ILLINOIS 

Opening  Remarks 

Mr.  Carr.  We  will  call  this  session  of  the  Transportation  Appro- 
priations Subcommittee  to  order. 

Today  we  are  going  to  have  public  witnesses.  For  those  of  you 
who  have  followed  these  hearings  in  the  past,  you  will  notice  the 
change  in  the  syntax.  We  used  to  call  people  outside  witnesses,  but 
it  seemed  to  me  silly  that  people  would  be  called  as  outside  wit- 
nesses, when  they  own  the  country,  in  the  words  of  Ross  Perot.  It 
seems  to  me  that  people  from  across  the  country  who  journey  here 
to  visit  with  us  ought  to  be  accorded  the  respect  of  not  being  called 
outsiders.  We  now  term  it  a  day  when  we  have  public  witnesses. 

I  would  first  like  to  call  upon  my  good  friend  and  colleague  from 
Illinois,  Congressman  Dick  Durbin,  Chairman  of  the  Agriculture 
Appropriations  Subcommittee  and  Vice  Chairman  of  this  Commit- 
tee, for  a  few  remarks. 

Mr.  DuRBiN.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  thought  it  was  good  to  be  called  an  outsider  this  year. 

Mr.  Carr.  We  will  call  you  an  outsider. 

Mr.  DuRBiN.  Thank  you  very  much.  [Laughter.] 

Mr.  Carr.  No,  you  are  part  of  the  team. 

Mr.  DuRBiN.  Thank  you  very  much. 

I  want  to  thank  the  chairman  and  the  committee  for  the  oppor- 
tunity today  to  hear  testimony  from  public  witnesses.  I  am  honored 
to  introduce  as  the  first  public  witness  a  friend  of  mine,  State  Sen- 
ator John  Cullerton  of  Illinois.  John  is  from  the  city  of  Chicago.  He 
has  served  as  State  Representative  and  State  Senator.  He  will  be 
addressing  highway  safety  issues  facing  the  city  of  Chicago  and  the 
State  of  Illinois. 

I  have  worked  with  him  on  legislative  matters  and  can  tell  you 
that  his  reputation  in  Illinois  as  an  outstanding  legislator  is  well 
known.  I  am  glad  to  have  him  as  our  opening  witness. 
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Thank  you,  John. 

Senator  Cullerton.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman,  and 
thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Durbin,  and  also  for  your  help.  This  is 
the  first  time  I  have  ever  testified  in  front  of  Congress.  I  appreciate 
your  help.  The  elevator  pass  and  the  hall  pass  that  you  provided 
was  very  helpful. 

My  background,  Mr.  Chairman,  has  been  to  be  the  sponsor  in  Il- 
linois of  the  child  passenger  safety  law  that  we  passed  as  well  as  a 
seat  belt  law.  I  have  attempted  to  pass  since  1989  a  motorcycle 
helmet  law.  We  in  Illinois  are  one  of  three  States  that  has  no 
helmet  law  at  all. 

I  wanted  to  emphasize  to  you  that  I  feel  the  money  that  goes  to 
safety  programs  in  our  State — specifically  the  402  programs  and 
now  the  153  programs — are  very  important.  I  am  told  that  they  are 
a  relatively  small  part  of  your  budget,  but  the  money  goes  to  high- 
way safety  programs  which  are  really  cost-saving  measures  protect- 
ing lives  and  saving  money.  I  would  urge  you  to  continue  appropri- 
ating that  money. 

Last  week  Chicago  hosted  a  convention  called  the  Lifesavers  Con- 
vention. It  was  the  11th  time  they  have  met.  About  1,200  people 
from  all  over  the  Nation  came  to  meet  to  talk  about  highway 
safety.  We  had  the  pleasure  of  having  the  United  States  Secretary 
of  Transportation  address  us.  We  passed  a  resolution  unanimously 
at  that  convention  urging  specifically  Congress  to  endorse  the  sec- 
tion 153  program  and  to  oppose  efforts  to  weaken  or  repeal  those 
provisions. 

Today  at  2:00  in  Springfield  I  am  calling  our  motorcycle  helmet 
law.  I  feel  because  of  the  actions  the  Congress  took  by  passing  the 
section  153  program  that  we  now  have  an  excellent  chance  to  pass 
this  bill.  I  personally  feel  that  the  helmet  law  is  a  smart  idea.  It 
saves  lives  and  it  saves  money. 

I  personally  feel  that  we  have  not  had  much  chance  to  pass  it  up 
until  this  year.  As  a  practical  matter,  because  of  what  you  have 
done,  there  is  the  possibility  that  there  will  be  money  diverted 
from  road  programs  in  Illinois  to  other  safety  programs.  We  are 
told  that  about  $9  million  per  year,  ultimately,  will  be  lost  to  road 
projects  and  about  $700,000  can  be  gained  by  passing  a  helmet  law. 

This  has  brought  in  new  supporters.  For  example,  the  Illinois 
road  contractors,  who  never  really  realized  how  important  it  was  to 
have  a  helmet  law,  are  going  to  be  testifying  this  afternoon  in 
Springfield. 

Our  governor,  who  happens  to  be  a  Republican  governor  and  who 
has  had  a  reputation  for  being  very  strong  in  highway  safety,  up 
until  now  has  been  neutral  on  the  issue  of  helmet  laws.  He  is  work- 
ing the  Republican  side  of  the  aisle,  specifically,  and  Republicans 
control  the  Senate.  This  will  be  an  added  benefit  because  in  the 
past  the  party  for  the  most  part  has  not  supported  these  measures. 

So  I  feel  it  is  very  important.  I  understand  that  there  is  perhaps 
an  effort  to  repeal  this  law  or  defer  it.  I  would  just  say  that  al- 
though you  have  probably  heard  from  a  number  of  State  legislators 
who  will  tell  you  to  stop  blackmailing  them,  I  am  here  to  encour- 
age you  to  continue  in  this  process  because  I  think  it  is  necessary 
and  it  is  what  it  takes  to  pass  the  law. 
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We  do  not  have  the  helmet  law.  There  are  other  bills  which  we 
need  to  pass  in  the  area  of  beefing  up  our  child  passenger  safety 
law.  I  understand  that  the  State  of  Michigan  has  done  both  of 
those  things,  but  in  Illinois  we  have  not.  This  can  be  very,  very  im- 
portant. 

I  would  be  happy  to  answer  any  questions.  I  appreciate  the  op- 
portunity to  be  here. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you  for  coming.  Your  concern  for  safety  is  well 
known. 

In  the  development  of  your  helmet  law  campaign,  have  you  de- 
veloped any  statistics  about  the  number  of  injuries  and  potential 
liability  that  having  a  helmet  law  would  have  saved  in  Illinois? 

Senator  Cullerton.  The  emphasis  has  been  on  the  money  that 
can  be  saved.  There  is  an  emergency  room  physician  in  Chicago 
who  has  done  a  study  with  regard  to  studying  helmetless  drivers 
versus  those  with  helmets.  It  cuts  in  half  the  chances  of  being  seri- 
ously injured  or  being  killed.  When  you  look  and  see  what  happens 
to  the  drivers — they  have  a  motto,  "Let  those  who  ride  decide." 

The  fact  is  that  we  end  up  paying  for  them.  About  two-thirds  of 
the  people  who  are  seriously  injured  on  motorcycles  end  up  on 
public  aid.  We  can't  just  ignore  them.  We  have  to  take  them  to  our 
public  hospitals,  we  have  to  take  care  of  them,  and  we  have  to  pay 
for  them. 

So  in  light  of  the  renewed  debate  on  health  care,  this  is  going  to 
be  a  key  part.  It  saves  money.  That  is  what  we're  emphasizing.  Ob- 
viously it  saves  lives  as  well.  Helmets  make  sense.  It  is  intuitively 
obvious  that  a  helmet  is  going  to  keep  you  safer,  cutting  in  half  the 
chances  for  serious  injury  and  death. 

Mr.  Carr.  If  you  have  developed  any  numbers,  maybe  you  could 
forward  them. 

Senator  Cullerton.  Certainly. 

Mr.  Carr.  Which  other  States  are  with  Illinois? 

Senator  Cullerton.  Iowa,  Colorado,  and  Illinois  have  no  helmet 
laws.  Then  I  think  there  are  something  like  23  or  24  States  that 
have  it  for  less  than  a  certain  age.  We  thought  about  trying  to  pass 
that  law,  but  we  realized  that  when  looking  at  the  statistics,  you 
don't  really  cover  that  many  people  who  are  motorcycle  riders.  It  is 
also  more  difficult  to  enforce  the  law  if  you  have  an  age  limit.  If 
you  have  the  law  applying  to  everybody,  it  is  very  easy  for  the 
police  officer  to  find  out  whether  or  not  someone  is  wearing  a 
helmet  or  not. 

Mr.  Carr.  In  your  discussions  in  Illinois,  are  you  also  considering 
requiring  helmets  for  cyclists? 

Senator  Cullerton.  If  I  said  that  today,  the  opponents  would — 
we  haven't  gotten  that  far  yet  because  we  haven't  even  passed  the 
helmet  laws  for  motorcycles. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  don't  know  what  it  is  like  in  Chicago,  but  I  know 
that  around  Washington,  D.C.  we  have  a  lot  of  bicycle  couriers, 
almost  all  of  whom  I  think  wear  helmets.  But  they  provide  a  won- 
derful example  of  what  someone  could  do  with  a  bicycle  in  heavy 
traffic — of  course,  I  am  being  facetious. 

These  folks,  in  my  judgment,  are  real  daredevils,  perhaps  inspir- 
ing some  kids  to  go  out  and  try  to  play  in  the  traffic  with  their 


bicycle.  They  won't  be  working  for  a  company  that  would  require  a 
helmet. 

It  would  seem  to  me  that  the  same  logic  applies  just  in  terms  of 
a  safety  issue. 

Senator  Cullerton.  From  what  I  understand,  only  one  State — I 
think  Virginia  has  a  helmet  law  for  bicycle  riders.  But  we  are  just 
starting  on  the  first  step  for  motorcycles. 

Mr.  Carr.  Where  is  your  district  in  Chicago? 

Senator  Cuixerton.  My  district  includes  Wrigley  Field. 

Mr.  Carr.  A  little-known  ball  club  in  Illinois. 

Senator  Cullerton.  I  have  the  loop  and  the  north  side  of  Chica- 
go. We  have  about  200,000  people. 

Mr.  Carr.  You  come  from  a  beautiful  city.  I  know  it  well.  I  was 
born  and  raised  in  southern  Wisconsin.  In  my  growing-up  years, 
Chicago  was  the  capitol  of  the  world.  Mr.  Durbin  says  that  it  still 
is.  [Laughter.] 

Mr.  Carr.  You  come  from  a  very  nice  community  and  we  are 
glad  to  have  you  here. 

Dick,  do  you  have  any  questions? 

Mr.  Durbin.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Senator  Cullerton,  I  appreciate  your  testimony  today.  I  guess  you 
are  heading  back  to  Springfield. 

Senator  Cullerton.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Durbin.  I  wish  you  the  very  best  of  luck. 

I  want  to  add,  as  the  chairman  and  every  elected  official  knows, 
supporting  this  safety  measure  is  not  without  some  political  peril.  I 
have  received  hundreds  of  letters  and  visits  from  folks  who  want  to 
reason  with  me  on  this  issue.  I  hope  you  will  stick  with  this  be- 
cause ultimately  you  will  have  the  satisfaction  of  not  only  passing 
a  good  law,  but  saving  lives. 

Senator  Cullerton.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Durbin.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you,  Senator. 

[Additional  information  provided  from  Senator  Cullerton  fol- 
lows:] 


CO 

H 

(n 
o 
o 

X 
CO 

< 
o 

lU 
O  00 


>• 
O 

o 

CO 
O 


o> 


S  : 


o 
o 
o 

o 

in 


t- 


-t- 


-t- 


-+- 


-I- 


-t- 


? 


o 

I 


E 
o 

I 


o 
u 


3 

o 

H 


OOOOOOOO      — 

ooooooooS 
ooooooo  o** 
o  o  o  o"  o  o  o  o 
oooooooo 
oooooooo 
r>-"  <o  lo  •*"  CO  evj"  t-" 

4»     M     ^     «^     ^     V>     «» 


8 


-t- 


-4- 


-t- 


-+- 


-I- 


8  8  8  8  8  8  8 

ooooooo 

s  ;  "  ■  "  "  " 


-+- 


-I- 


■o 
9 


E 
a> 

I 


•o 
o 

e 

E 
o 

I 

c 
o 

Z 


i  §  S 

C3      i-k      '^ 


O 

o  8 

lo    o"   in    o"   in    o"   in    o    in 


(A 
tf>  S 

2  i  ft 

O  c  2 


(0 

o 

o 

2 
a 
o 

jC 

« 
o 

X 

0 

u 

< 


(0    • 

♦^ 

a. 
o 

CO, 

g? 

CO    Q. 

o  ^-^ 

•<t      T- 

-  rv. 

..  a> 

■a  r^ 

<D  <^ 

|-o 

E    <D 
O    0) 

■i  E 

o  a> 
2  X 


v»   «»«»«»«»   tl» 


CM 

m 
oo 
in 


oo 
o 

CVJ 


o  8 
o 


1 

e 

<D 

I 


<D 

X 


<0 

o 
o 

(5  o 


3 

u 

< 


OOOOOOOOn 

88888888S 


m 

o 

o 
s 

o 


(0 
(D 

X 

3 
O 
< 


o 

N. 
O* 

Xt     T- 

cvT^- 

..  CO 
TJ  CO 
0)  (^ 

—  2 
a>  o 

o  a> 
2  X 


CO     ro     (o     m 

«»      M      ^      M 


■^       CO       C\J       .- 
«^      «»      M      w 


6 


minoii 
Mbtonycle 
Hdmet 
Coalition 


THE  HELMET  LAW:  WHAT  IT  MEANS  TO  NON-MOTORCYCLE  RmERS 


The  Intermodal  Surface  Transportation  Efficiency  Act  of  1991 
...the  potential  gains  and  losses 

Up  to  $781,000  could  be  awarded  to  the  State  of  Illinois  if  a  mandatory  helmet  law  is  in  effect  by 
September  30, 1993.  This  grant  derives  from  a  three  year  federal  incentive  program  designed  to 
encourage  states  to  adopt  and  promote  compliance  with  safety  belt  and  helmet  laws. 

And  $4.5  million  will  be  taken  away  from  Illinois'  highway  budget  in  1995  if  the  state  does  not  pass 
the  law.  This  loss  stems  from  penalties  contained  in  the  act  for  states  that  do  not  adopt  the  law  by 
FY  94.  This  figure  will  double  to  $9  million  by  1996  if  no  law  is  in  place. 

The  niinois  Economy  Will  Suffer 

Losing  highway  construction  money  wiU  have  a  direct  impact  on  the  health  of  the  Illinois  economy: 

•  140  jobs  will  be  lost  in  construction  in  1993;  280  jobs  wiU  be  lost  every  year  after. 
Every  $1  million  of  new  construction  creates  31.2  jobs  in  the  state. 

•  Every  dollar  spent  on  new  construction  in  Illinois  generates  $2.61  in  economic  activity.  If 
Illinois  is  penalized  under  this  act,  the  state  will  lose  $1 1,746.796  to  the  economy. 

Non-Riders  Are  Affected 

The  financial  strains  placed  on  the  healthcare  system  by  motorcycle  injuries  and  fatalities  affect 
everyone: 

•  $4.5  -  $4.9  million  is  the  lifelong  cost  of  treating  a  patient  with  a  severe  head  injury. 
Barely  half  of  that  amount  is  usually  ever  paid  — if  it  is  paid  at  all. 

•  $8.2  million  would  have  been  saved  in  acute  health  care  costs  in  1988  alone,  if  all 
motorists  had  been  wearing  helmets.  Millions  more  in  long  term  care  and  rehabilitation 
costs  would  also  have  been  saved. 
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COMMON  QUESTIONS  ABOUT  AN  ILLINOIS  HELMET  LAW 


Aren't  mandatory  helmet  laws  unconstitutional? 

No.  Helmets  laws  have  been  upheld  in  more  than  25  states.  The  United  States  Supreme 
Court  has  upheld  all  the  helmet  law  cases  it  has  considered. 

Aren't  helmets  themselves  dangerous  because  they  impair  vision  and  hearing? 

No.  Helmets  provide  a  field  of  view  of  greater  than  180°,  well  above  the  140°  required  by 
law.  Helmets  impair  hearing  slightly  —  but  no  more  than  being  in  a  car  with  closed 
vdndows.  More  important  is  the  "before  and  after"  comparison  v^thin  individual  states. 
When  Louisiana  strengthened  its  law  from  partial  to  full  use,  it  saw  a  44%  decline  in  the 
fatality  rate.  When  South  Carolina  and  Wyoming  weakened  their  laws,  the  fatality  rates 
increased  184%  and  73%  respectively. 

Don't  helmets  cause  neck  injuries? 

No.  In  a  recent  study  conducted  at  the  University  of  Illinois,  it  was  found  that  helmets  do 
not  cause  an  increased  number  of  neck  injuries. 

Isn't  a  law  unnecessary  because  most  motorcyclists  wear  helmets  voluntarily? 

No.  In  a  1988  study  of  motorcycle  trauma  in  Illinois,  only  15%  of  the  injured  motorcyclists 
wore  helmets.  In  states  with  helmet  laws,  the  usage  rate  is  usually  greater  than  98%. 

Shouldn't  each  motorcyclist  decide  whether  he  wears  a  helmet? 

No.  Illinois'  economy  is  suffering  because  we  don't  have  a  helmet  law.  The  average  acute 
health  care  cost  for  an  injured  Illinois  motorcyclist  in  1988  was  $6530.  The  long  term  care 
for  a  brain  injured  person  can  range  up  to  $5  million.  Over  half  of  the  injured  motorcyclists 
had  no  health  insurance.  The  acute  care  costs  of  the  5,484  injured  motorcyclists  in  1988 
was  $35.3  million  — almost  half  of  which  was  paid  with  public  fvmds. 

Under  the  federal  highway  bill,  Illinois  would  be  eligible  for  incentive  funds  of  up  to 
approximately  $800,000  over  the  next  three  years.  Additionally,  if  the  state  does  not  enact 
an  all  rider  bill  by  September  30, 1993,  a  portion  of  the  state's  road  cor\struction  funds  will 
be  re-directed  into  safety  programs  -  a  loss  of  $4,492,942  in  FY  95,  and  $8,985,885  in  each 
year  after.  Those  dollars  convert  into  140  lost  construction  jobs  the  first  year  and  280  in 
each  later  year. 
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COSTS  OF  MOTORCYCLE  TRAUMA 

Presented  by 

Elizabeth  Orsay,  MD.  FACEP 

Assistant  Professor  of  Emergency  Medicine 

University  of  Illinois  at  Chicago 

Representing  the 

Illinois  College  of  Emergency  Physicians 


•  During  the  five  year  period  of  1 985  -  1 989,  there  were  37,302  motorcycle 
crashes  with  839  deaths  plus  29,515  injuries  in  Illinois. 

•  Motorcycle  crashes  accounted  for  1.1%  of  all  motor  vehicle  accidents,  but  were 
responsible  for  8.4%  of  all  motor  vehicle  fatalities. 

•  Our  1 988  study  of  motorcycle  trauma  in  Illinois  revealed: 

-  Only  15%  of  motorcycle  crash  victims  wore  helmets. 

-  There  were  almost  three  times  as  many  head  injuries  among  nonhelmeted 
motorcyclists  (32%  v.  1 2%). 

-  The  average  health  care  cost  for  ail  injured  motorcyclists  was  $6530;  over 
50%  had  no  health  insurance. 

-  A  23%  increase  in  health  care  costs  occurred  among  nonhelmeted 
motbrcyclists. 

-  A  136%  increase  in  health  care  costs  occurred  in  nonhelmeted  motorcyclists 
who  sustained  severe  head  injuries. 

•  In  1988,  the  acute  health  care  costs  for  the  5,484  injured  motorcyclists  was 
over  $35.3  million  —  almost  half  of  which  was  paid  with  public  funds. 

•  If  all  motorcyclists  had  been  wearing  helmets  in  1988,  $8.2  million  would  have 
been  saved  in  acute  health  care  costs  and  millions  more  in  long  term  care  and 
rehabilitation  expenses. 

"...We  cannot  agree  that  the  consequences  of  such  injuries  are  limited  to  the  individual 
who  sustains  the  injury.  The  public  has  an  interest  in  minimizing  the  resources  directly 
involved. ..(The  moment  one  is  injured). ..society  picks  up  the  person  off  the  highway, 
delivers  him  to  a  municipal  hospital  and  municipal  doctors,  provides  him  with 
unemployment  compensation  if  ...(he)  cannot  replace  his  lost  job.. .(or  has)  permanent 
disability.,  (assumes)  responsibility  for  his  family.  We  do  not  understand  the  state  of 
mind  that  permits  the  plaintiff  to  think  that  only  he  himself  is  concemed." 

From  the  US  Supreme  Court  1972  Decision 
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RESOLUnON  ON  SECnON  153 

AT  UFESAVERS  11 

MARCH  IS,  1993 


WHEREAS,  approximately  40,000  people  are  killed  and  millions  injured 
ttnnually  in  motor  vehide  crashes  in  the  United  States;  and 

WHEREAS,  thousands  of  these  deaths  and  injuries  could  be  prevented  by  liie 
use  of  safely  bells  and  motorcyde  helmets;  and 

WHEREAS,  state  safety  belt  and  all-rider  motorcyde  helmet  use  laws  are  the 
most  effective  means  to  get  people  to  buckle  up  and  to  wear  helmets;  and 

WHEREAS,  taxpayers  pay  a  large  percentage  of  the  cost  of  motor  vehicle 
crash  death?  <^-nd  injiuies;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  recent  federal  surface  transportation  law  -  the  Intermodal 
Surface  Transportation  EfGdency  Act  (ISTEA)  -  included  provisions  to 
encourage  states  lo  enact  safeQr  belt  and  all-rider  motorcycle  helmet  use  laws, 
known  as  Section  153, 

THEREFORE,  the  LIFESAVERS  11  Conference  hereby  resoh^es  to  endorse 
Section  153  and  to  oppose  efforts  to  weaken  or  repeal  these  provisions. 
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Tuesday,  March  23,  1993. 

DALLAS  AREA  RAPID  TRANSIT  AUTHORITY 

WITNESSES 

HON.   MARTIN   FROST,  A   REPRESENTATIVE   IN  CONGRESS   FROM   THE 
STATE  OF  TEXAS 

HON.    EDDIE    BERNICE   JOHNSON,    A    REPRESENTATIVE    IN    CONGRESS 
FROM  THE  STATE  OF  TEXAS 

STEVE  BARTLETT,  MAYOR,  DALLAS,  TEXAS 

KATHY  INGLE,  CHAIRMAN,  DART  BOARD 

VICTOR  BURKE,  GENERAL  MANAGER,  DART 

Mr.  Carr.  Our  next  witnesses  we  are  honored  to  have  today  in- 
clude our  former  colleague  and  now  Mayor  of  Dallas,  Steve  Bart- 
lett;  Kathy  Ingle,  chairman  of  the  DART  board;  and  to  make  sure 
that  their  way  before  this  committee  is  as  easy  as  possible,  our 
good  friends,  Martin  Frost  and  Eddie  Bemice  Johnson  from  Dallas 
area  are  also  here. 

I  will  call  upon  the  dean  of  the  Dallas  delegation,  my  good  friend, 
Martin  Frost,  for  a  few  words. 

Mr.  Frost.  They  will  be  very  few,  Mr.  Chairman,  because  my 
voice  is  fading  rapidly. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  appear  before 
your  subcommittee  this  morning  to  again  request  an  appropriation 
for  fiscal  year  1994  for  the  Dallas  Area  Rapid  Transit  South  Oak 
Cliff  rail  line.  As  you  mentioned,  with  me  are  my  colleague,  Con- 
gresswoman  Eddie  Bemice  Johnson,  from  whom  you  will  hear  in  a 
moment,  and  from  Dallas  the  Hon.  Steve  Bartlett,  mayor  of  the 
city  of  Dallas,  Kathy  Ingle,  chairman  of  the  DART  board,  and  Mr. 
Victor  Burke,  DART  general  manager. 

I  know  that  you  mil  be  hearing  from  many  witnesses  over  the 
next  2  days,  so  I  will  keep  my  comments  brief.  Congresswoman 
Johnson  and  I  have  already  submitted  a  joint  written  statement. 

As  you  know,  the  DART  started  rail  system  has  a  very  large 
overmatch.  When  completed,  80  percent  of  the  starter  rail  system 
will  be  funded  by  a  locally  dedicated  sales  tax,  and  only  20  percent 
will  come  from  Federal  sources.  This  year,  DART  is  requesting  $86 
million  for  work  on  the  South  Oak  Cliff  line.  All  previously  appro- 
priated funds  have  been  committed  and  DART  is  prepared  to  spend 
all  the  requested  funds  for  fiscal  year  1994  now. 

DART  has  already  begun  construction  of  the  line  and  there  is  a 
real  need  for  these  funds  to  keep  construction  of  the  line  on  sched- 
ule. I  would  deeply  appreciate  the  committee's  favorable  consider- 
ation of  dart's  request. 

Up  until  this  year,  the  South  Oak  Cliff  line  was  in  the  district 
that  I  represent.  It  is  now  in  the  district  of  our  new  colleague, 
Eddie  Bernice  Johnson.  I  would  like  to  call  on  her  at  this  point. 

Ms.  Johnson.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  for  the  opportunity  to  appear  before 
your  subcommittee  this  morning.  My  name  is  Eddie  Bernice  John- 
son and  I  am  the  Congressperson  representing  the  30th  congres- 
sional district  of  Texas,  which  includes  the  majority  of  urban 
Dallas.  I  am  proud  to  join  Mr.  Frost  and  two  of  my  constituents  in 
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seeking  your  approval  once  again  for  an  appropriation  for  the 
South  Oak  CHff  rail  line. 

Although  Congressman  John  Bryant  supports  DART,  due  to  a 
scheduling  conflict,  he  tells  me  he  is  unable  to  be  here  today,  but 
he  will  be  submitting  written  testimony. 

The  South  Oak  Cliff  rail  line  is  an  important  part  of  the  DART 
starter  rail  system.  Despite  self-financing  80  percent  of  the  initial 
67-mile  starter  system,  DART  has  been  able  to  operate  efficiently 
and  hold  the  line  on  fares.  For  example,  despite  undertaking  con- 
struction of  the  light  rail,  DART  has  not  increased  fares  for  its 
riders  since  1991.  During  that  time,  DART  has  decreased  its  annual 
budget  by  over  $7  million. 

Many  of  the  passengers  served  by  the  South  Oak  Cliff  rail  line 
will  be  low  income  and  minority  citizens.  In  contrast  to  many  tran- 
sit around  the  Nation,  I  believe  strongly  that  DART  deserves  extra 
credit  for  realizing  the  immediate  need  to  reach  out  to  those  com- 
munities which  need  mass  transportation  and  rapid  transportation 
to  be  able  to  participate  in  the  regional  economy. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  believe  that  when  we  maximize  the  various  cri- 
teria and  examine  it  for  making  funding  decisions,  you  will  realize 
the  superiority  of  the  proposal  from  DART.  In  ridership  and  in  eco- 
nomic environmental  benefits  I  believe  the  DART  system  is  a  supe- 
rior enterprise,  and  I  certainly  hope  that  you  will  agree. 

Thank  you  for  listening. 

[The  joint  statement  of  the  Hon.  Frost  and  the  Hon.  Johnson  of 
Texas  follows:] 
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Joint  Statement  by 

Representative  Martin  Frost  (D-TX) 

Representative  Eddie  Bemice  Johnson  (D-TX) 

In  Support  of 
The  DART  Light  Rail  Project 

Before  the  House  ^propriations  Subcommittee  on  Transportation 

March  23,  1993 

***************************************************************** 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  thank  you  and  your  colleagues  on  the 
Transportation  Subcommittee  for  the  opportunity  to  testify  in 
support  of  the  Dallas  Area  Rapid  Transit  South  Oak  Cliff  rail 
line.   With  us  from  Dallas  are  the  Honorable  Steve  Bartlett, 
Mayor  of  Dallas,  Kathy  Ingle,  Chairman  of  the  DART  Board,  and 
Victor  Burke,  DART  General  Manager. 

As  you  know,  the  South  OeUc  Cliff  line  is  part  of  a  DART  starter 
rail  system  that  will  provide  our  constituents  with  a  much  needed 
low-cost  transportation  alternative.   It  is  just  one  part  of 
DART'S  multi-modal  approach  to  meet  the  areas'  transportation 
needs.   DART  presently  supplies  bus  and  mobility- impaired 
transportation  service  for  its  14  member  cities.   In  1992,  DART 
transported  over  170,000  passengers  each  weekday  on  urban  and 
suburban  routes.   In  addition,  the  agency's  HandiRides  van  and 
cab  service  made  more  than  60,000  trips  each  month.   Further, 
1992  was  the  first  full  year  of  service  for  its  High  Occupancy 
Vehicle  (HOV)  lane,  located  on  Interstate  30  east  of  downtown 
Dallas. 
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As  part  of  DART'S  multi-modal  approach,  the  South  Oak  Cliff  rail 
line  will  serve  an  area  of  Dallas  that  is  made  up  of  primarily 
poor  and  minority  citizens.   This  line  along  with  the  existing 
bus  service  will  give  those  citizens  greater  access  to  the 
economic  centers  of  the  city.   This  is  crucial  to  economic  growth 
in  this  area.   The  American  Public  Transit  Association  (APTA) 
estimates  that  DART'S  construction  will  create  64,000  new  jobs 
and  generate  $2.6  billion  in  business  revenues  through  1996. 

As  you  know,  the  DART  starter  rail  system  has  an  80  percent  local 
funding  commitment  and  requests  only  20  percent  federal  funding. 
We  believe  that  this  overmatch  of  funds  by  the  local  authorities 
more  than  demonstrates  local  commitment  to  this  project.   This 
year,  DART  is  requesting  $86  million  for  FY  1994 —  $77.5  million 
for  the  South  Oak  Cliff  Light  Rail  Transit  Line  and  $8.5  million 
for  the  South  Oak  Cliff  Bus  Maintenance  Facility  and  Training 
Academy.   DART  has  obligated  all  of  the  funds  appropriated  for 
the  South  Oak  Cliff  LRT  project  prior  to  this  year  and  is  ready 
to  obligate  all  of  the  funds  being  requested  today. 

DART  began  construction  of  the  light  rail  starter  system  in 
February  of  1992,  and  the  system  is  projected  to  be  providing 
passenger  service  in  1996.   In  the  past  year  DART  has  issued  more 
than  $600  million  in  construction,  vehicle  and  systems  contracts. 
With  all  of  these  contracts,  the  project  has  remained  within 
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budget.   In  addition,  DART  recently  reviewed  all  of  its  operating 
and  capital  costs  and  plans  to  reduce  expenditures  through  1996 
by  $100  million.   This  will  help  to  ensure  that  the  agency  has 
finances  to  meet  construction  and  operational  objectives  in  the 
future . 

The  DART  LRT  project  is  consistent  with  local  transportation 
goals.   It  is  one  part  of  the  area's  multi-modal  approach  to 
meeting  its  transportation  needs.   This  project  is  also 
consistent  with  President  Clinton's  national  transportation  goals 
to  include  rail  as  part  of  the  country's  transportation 
infrastructure.   It  is  critical  to  the  quality  of  life  for  the 
citizens  in  our  districts,  allowing  them  access  to  downtown 
Dallas.   He  recognize  and  appreciate  the  committee's  support  in 
the  past  and  we  would  appreciate  the  committee's  favorable 
consideration  of  DART's  request  for  this  year. 


15 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you  for  being  here. 

Mr.  Mayor. 

Mayor  Bartlett.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  good  to  be  here  with  the 
committee  again  this  year  on  this  side  of  the  table.  In  the  last  year 
since  I  have  been  here,  the  Cowboys  have  won  the  Super  Bowl — I 
knew  you  would  be  pleased  to  hear  that  bit  of  news— Chairman 
Carr  has  shaved  his  moustache;  and  two  of  my  colleagues  that 
were  in  my  class  when  I  came  to  Congress  are  both  now  referred  to 
as  Mr.  Chairman.  God,  do  I  feel  old,  but  congratulations.  [Laugh- 
ter.] 

Mayor  Bartlett.  This  is  the  3rd  year  of  the  new  start  DART  has 
met  or  exceeded  all  of  the  expectations  of  the  original  new  start 
under  Federal  funding.  I  am  here  on  the  3rd  year  to  detail  some  of 
the  things  that  we  have  accomplished  in  a  rather  rapid  form  in  the 
last  year  as  the  construction  for  DART  has  really  begun  to  take  off 
and  begun  to  take  shape. 

I  will  address  my  comments  on  the  issues  of  construction  and  the 
long-term  and  leave  operational  details  to  the  chairman  of  the 
DART  board,  who  is  here  with  me,  Kathy  Ingle,  in  the  context  of 
questions. 

The  points  I  will  emphasize  will  be  that  we  are  here  to  seek  the 
3rd  year  of  funding  that  had  been  scheduled  by  this  subcommittee 
of  $86.5  million  in  discretionary  funding.  That  is  part  of  the  long- 
range  plan.  I  am  here  to  emphasize  that  our  construction  is  on 
time  and  on  budget,  and  all  funding  from  prior  appropriations  for 
the  light  rail  are  fully  obligated,  and  those  in  the  Oak  Cliff  mainte- 
nance center  and  the  downtown  transit  centers  are  on  schedule 
and  will  be  obligated  as  had  been  previously  agreed  to  with  the 
subcommittee. 

I  am  here  to  remind  the  subcommittee  that  this  is  20  percent 
Federal  and  80  percent  local,  and  to  remind  the  committee  that  in 
Dallas  the  regional  transit  system  is  multimodal  including  bus, 
rail,  HOV,  and  other  facilities.  The  request  itself  is  $77.5  million 
for  the  South  Oak  Cliff  light  rail  transit  line,  as  Congresswoman 
Johnson  indicated,  plus  the  3rd  year  of  the  $8.5  million  for  the  bus 
maintenance  facility  and  training  academy. 

To  emphasize  on  the  light  rail,  DART  has  obligated  all  of  the 
$82.5  million  previously  appropriated  to  the  light  rail  line  of  South 
Oak  Cliff.  We  have  already  obligated  all  of  this  year's  funding. 
DART  will  obligate  every  dollar  of  today's  requested  amount  for 
the  light  rail  before  the  close  of  fiscal  year  1994,  early  in  fiscal  year 
1994, 1  believe. 

Over  the  last  12  months,  Mr.  Chairman,  DART  has  committed 
$448  million  in  construction,  which  is  66  percent  of  the  total 
project  cost.  So  we  spent  a  lot  of  time  getting  up  to  the  line,  but 
now  that  we  are  under  construction,  we  are  building  quite  rapidly 
and  on  schedule. 

These  funds  for  which  we  are  asking  appropriations  today  are 
fully  authorized  by  ISTEA.  This  is  the  second  half  of  the  $160  mil- 
lion that  was  authorized  in  the  1991  act. 

Again,  to  remind  you,  we  have  reversed  the  more  typical  Feder- 
al/local share  so  that  in  this  case  it  is  20  percent  Federal  and  80 
percent  local.  We  have  kept  our  construction  schedule  and  DART, 
with  our  committed  1  percent  sales  tax,  has  the  capacity  to  finish 


16 

the  project.  Rail  passengers  will  be  riding  on  light  rail  in  Dallas  by 
1996. 

In  addition  to  those  items,  in  the  last  year  alone,  again  on  the 
emphasis  that  we  are  in  the  process  of  building  out  something  that 
took  some  10  years  to  plan  and  prepare  for,  we  have  commenced 
construction  on  the  Pacific/Bryan  Transitway  Mall  in  downtown. 
We  have  completed  half  of  the  Trinity  River  Bridge  construction 
that  started  a  year  ago.  We  have  procured  40  light  rail  vehicles 
and  electric  traction,  signal,  and  communication  systems.  We  have 
commenced  construction  of  the  service  and  inspection  facility. 

We  have  begun  and  are  fully  into  construction  of  the  3.5-mile 
tunnel  under  North  Central  Expressway  so  that  North  Central 
automobiles  and  the  light  rail  will  be  able  to  function  simulta- 
neously. We  have  begun  construction  on  the  West  Oak  Cliff  line, 
which  is  purely  locally  funded,  with  the  second  segment  to  be 
under  construction  by  early  fiscal  year  1994.  We  will  commence 
construction  in  the  spring  of  1994  of  the  line  north  of  Mockingbird 
all  the  way  to  Park.  We  have  acquired  82  out  of  the  263  parcels  for 
stations  and  are  in  the  process  of  acquiring  the  additional  ones  as 
we  speak.  We  have  acquired  the  18  miles  for  the  Sante  Fe  Railroad 
right-of-way. 

That  is  on  the  light  rail. 

On  bus,  Mr.  Chairman,  our  current  fiscal  year  1993  operating 
budget  for  bus  is  $136  million.  That  represents  175,000  riders  a  day, 
which  is  on  an  increase,  in  part  because  of  our  low  fares,  as  Con- 
gresswoman  Johnson  indicated.  We  do  not  use  any  Federal  funds 
for  operating  assistance  for  the  bus  system.  The  one  critical  project, 
which  is  a  long-term  capital  improvement  for  which  we  asked  Fed- 
eral funding,  is  the  third  and  final  year,  $8.5  million,  for  our  bus 
maintenance  facility. 

It  seems  to  me  that  that  is  the  ideal  kind  of  Federal  project.  It  is 
one  that  will  last  for  50  years.  It  is  capital  improvements  up  front 
and  then  we  on  the  local  level  will  fund  the  operation.  We  have 
approved  the  site  for  the  facility  and  we  have  hired  a  design  con- 
sultant and  construction  contract  will  commence  in  fiscal  year  1994 
for  both.  We  are  putting  the  maintenance  facility  in  a  part  of  town 
which  is  low  to  moderate  income  to  provide  for  a  job  stimulus. 

In  addition  to  that,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  a  multimodal  facility, 
as  you  know.  We  have  a  high  occupancy  vehicle  lane  project.  The 
first  is  being  used.  We  are  using  a  unique  system  in  the  country 
which  we  think  will  be  emulated  of  a  moveable  barrier  system  that 
provides  16,000  daily  HOV  lane  users  saving  8  minutes  a  day  in  the 
morning  and  3  minutes  in  the  evening.  It  uses  one  lane  and  the 
barriers  are  moved  in  the  early  morning  hours. 

This  subcommittee  also  provided  bus  transfer  facility  construc- 
tion acquisition  money  last  year.  We  have  applied  for  the  grant. 
We  believe  that  will  be  granted  within  the  next  few  months.  That 
downtown  transfer  system — we  have  selected  the  site;  we  are  in  the 
real  estate  appraisal  process;  and  we  are  in  the  process  of  designing 
those  sites  to  get  construction  underway. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  other  bit  of  really  good  news  I  have  for  the 
subcommittee  is  one  I  didn't  have  last  year,  and  that  is  that  we 
have  broken  the  impasse  on  our  commuter  rail.  The  very  first 
thing  that  happened  to  me  when  I  came  to  Congress  in  January  of 
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1983  was  that  then  majority  leader  Jim  Wright  called  me  to  his 
office  for  an  announcement  that  Dallas  and  Fort  Worth  had  ac- 
quired the  rail  lines,  to  be  known  as  Railtran,  for  commuter  service 
between  downtown  Dallas  and  downtown  Fort  Worth.  And  10  years 
later,  I  was  greeted  with  news  that  while  we  had  acquired  it,  we 
hadn't  done  anything  with  it. 

The  contracts  will  be  signed  with  the  two  freight  railroads  and 
with  DART  by  April  30,  1993.  Commuter  rail  operation  on  that  line 
will  commence  22  months  after  that  on  a  fast-track  basis. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  multimodal;  we're  principally  local  funds 
with  only  20  percent  Federal  funds;  this  is  part  of  a  long-term  cap- 
ital improvement  agreement  that  we  secured  with  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment some  3  years  ago;  and  I  appreciate  your  attention  and 
your  courtesy  this  morning. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mayor  Bartlett  follows:] 
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INTRODUCTION 


Good  Morning,  Mr  Chairman  and  members  of  the  Subcommittee.  My  name  is  Steve 
Bartlett,  and  I  am  the  Mayor  of  the  City  of  Dallas.  It  is  indeed  my  pleasure  to  again 
come  before  your  Subcommittee  on  behalf  of  the  Dallas  Area  Rapid  Transit  Authority. 

I  am  pleased  to  submit  for  your  consideration  the  DART  FY  1994  Section  3 
discretionary  funding  request  of  $86  million,  $77.5  million  of  which  will  be  dedicated  to 
the  South  Oak  Cliff  Light  Rail  Transit  (SOC  LRT)  portion  of  the  Starter  System  and  $8.5 
million  is  for  the  third  and  final  year  of  funding  for  the  South  Oak  Cliff  Bus  Maintenance 
Facility  and  Training  Academy.  Please  refer  to  page  1  of  the  attached  Project  Briefing 
and  FY  1994  Earmark  Requests  for  Light  Rail  Transit  and  Bus  Projects  for  a 
comparison  of  previous  appropriations  and  current  requests. 

DART  has  obligated  all  of  the  $82.5  million  previously  appropriated  to  the  LRT  project, 
and  will  obligate  every  dollar  of  this  requested  amount  for  the  SOC  LRT  project  before 
the  close  of  FY  1994.  The  $77.5  million  represents  the  remaining  funds  necessary  to 
equal  the  appropriations  of  $160  million  authorized  by  the  Intermodal  Surface 
Transportation  Efficiency  Act  of  1991  .  The  $160  million  total  is  a  20%  Federal  share  of 
the  $841  million  LRT  Starter  System. 

At  the  time  of  last  year's  testimony,  DART  had  just  awarded  the  first  SOC  LRT 
construction  contract  and  they  were  projecting  the  award  of  a  number  of  future 
contracts,  i  am  here  to  tell  you  today  that  DART  has  fulfilled  the  promise  of  substantial 
construe  tion  progress  during  FY  1992  and  the  first  half  of  FY  1993.  Over  the  past  12 
months,  DART  has  committed  $558  million  to  contracts  for  the  LRT  Starter  System, 
including: 

•  Construction  contracts  awarded  for  each  line  section  and  the  Service  and 
Inspection  Facility, 

•  Real  estate  and  the  Santa  Fe  Railroad  acquisitions, 

•  40  LRT  Vehicles  are  under  contract  and  on  order,  and 

•  All  LRT  Systemwide  procurements  have  been  awarded. 

Furthermore,  DART  has  kept  to  the  published  schedule  and  has  remained  within  the 
$841  million  budget  for  the  Starter  System.  For  more  detail  please  refer  to  the 
"Committed  to  Date"  chart  and  the  "Summary  Schedule"  in  the  attached  Project  Briefing 
and  FY  1994  Earmark  Requests  for  Light  Rail  Transit  and  Bus  Projects. 

DART  is  a  multi-modal  transit  authority  with  significant  bus  capital  needs.  Though  a 
majority  of  DART's  identified  capital  needs  are  funded  with  FTA  Section  9  funds  and 
their  1%  sales  tax,  one  critical  capital  project  requires  funding  beyond  the  normal 
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sources.  DART  is  seeking  $8.5  million  as  the  third  and  final  year  of  funding  for  the 
South  Oak  Cliff  Bus  Maintenance  Facility  and  Training  Academy,  a  project  that  will  not 
only  permit  DART  to  maintain  their  future  fleet  of  alternatively  fueled  buses,  but  will 
enhance  its  ability  to  train  employees.  For  more  details  please  refer  to  page  4  of  the 
attached  Project  Briefing  and  FY  1994  Earmark  Requests  for  Light  Rail  Transit  and  Bus 
Projects. 

ACCOMPLISHMENTS 

I  would  like  to  briefly  highlight  DART's  major  accomplishments  since  I  spoke  to  this 
subcommittee  last  year. 

South  Oak  Cliff  Light  Rail  Transit  Project  (Federally  Funded) 

Through  a  very  cooperative  partnership  with  the  Federal  Transit  Administration  (FTA), 
DART  has  moved  swiftly  into  construction.  DART's  staff,  working  with  both  the  FTA 
Administrator's  office  here  in  Washington  and  the  FTA  Regional  office  in  Fort  Worth, 
has: 

•  Obtained  an  $160  million  Letter  of  No  Prejudice  permitting  the  continuation  of 
construction. 

•  Commenced  construction  last  month  of  the  Pacific/Bryan  Transitway  Mall  in 
the  Dallas  Central  Business  District, 

•  Completed  more  than  half  of  the  Trinity  River  Bridge  construction  that  started 
a  year  ago, 

•  Initiated  relocation  of  high-voltage  transmission  towers  on  the  SOC-1  line 
segment, 

•  Procured  LRT  vehicles,  and  traction,  signal  and  communication  systems,  and, 

•  Commenced  construction  of  the  Service  and  Inspfection  Facility. 

All,  and  in  fact  more,  of  the  $82.5  million  previously  earmarked  has  already  been 
obligated  through  construction  contracts,  vehicle  and  systems  procurements,  and  real 
estate  and  railroad  right-of-way  acquisitions.  Based  on  DART's  implementation 
schedule  for  construction  of  the  final  line  segments  in  the  SOC  LRT  project  (OC-1, 
SOC-1  and  SOC-2),  DARTs  FY  94  Earmark  request  for  the  South  Oak  Cliff  LRT  project 
IS  $77.5  million,  all  of  which  will  be  obligated  by  contract  prior  to  the  close  of  FY 
1994. 
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North  Central  and  West  Oak  Cliff  Light  Rail  Transit  Project  (Locally  Funded) 

These  two  line  segments  represent  extensions  to  the  SOC  LRT  and  are  being 
constructed  with  receipts  from  the  DART  1  %  sales  taxes.  DART: 

•  Began  Construction  of  an  $86.8  million,  3.5  mile  twin-bore  tunnel  under  North 
Central  Expressway  on  February  29,  1992, 

•  Began  construction  on  the  West  Oak  Cliff  line  section  in  August  1992  with  the 
second  segment  to  be  under  construction  in  early  FY  1994,  and, 

•  Will  commence  construction  in  the  spring  of  1994  of  the  NC-2  segment 
between  Mockingbird  and  Park  Lane. 

Disadvantaged/MinorityA/Vomen  Business  Enterprise  Goals  and  Commitments  for 
the  LRT  Starter  System 

DART  has  made  very  significant  progress  in  fulfilling  a  commitment  to  maximize  the 
opportunities  for  D/MA/VBE  to  compete  for  LRT  design  and  construction  contracts.  In 
14  out  of  15  cases,  the  goals  established  by  DART  have  been  met  or  exceeded.  For 
further  details  please  refer  to  the  graph  entitled  "D/MAA/BE  Goals  and  Commitments  to 
Date"  in  the  attached  Project  Briefing  and  FY  1994  Earmark  Requests  for  Light  Rail 
Transit  and  Bus  Projects. 

South  Oak  Cliff  Bus  Maintenance  Facility  and  Training  Academy 

In  anticipation  of  the  remaining  funds  for  the  South  Oak  Cliff  Bus  Maintenance  Facility 
and  Training  Academy,  DART  has  made  positive  steps  toward  implementation  of  this 
vital  project.  DART  recently  approved  the  site  for  the  facility  and  has  authorized  the 
hiring  of  a  design  consultant.  DART  will  be  able  to  award  a  construction  contract  in  FY 
1994  utilizing  the  total  of  $24  million  in  Section  3  Bus  funds.  I  might  also  add  that  this 
project  has  the  support  of  the  Dallas  City  Council  and  will  provide  an  economic  stimulus 
to  South  Oak  Cliff. 

\ 
Other  Mobility  Projects 

DART'S  highly  successful  HOV  project  on  1-30,  using  the  innovative  moveable  barrier 
system,  has  resulted  in  mobility  benefits  to  both  the  HOV  lane  users  and 
single-occupant  users  on  the  main  lanes.  The  project  affords  the  16,000  daily  HOV 
lane  users  a  predictable  travel  time,  consistently  shorter  than  can  be  accomplished  on 
the  main  lanes. 

Following  the  specific  earmark  approved  by  the  Conference  Committee  last  year,  DART 
has  applied  for  a  grant  for  the  two  Dallas  CBD  Bus  Transfer  Facilities.   This  project  is 
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vital  for  DART  patrons,  the  City  of  Dallas  and  the  downtown  business  community.  The 
facilities  will  improve  traffic  congestion  downtown,  enhance  bus  transfers  and  increase 
the  efficiency  of  the  overall  system.  I  commend  the  Subcommittee  for  the  support  of 
this  project  during  the  Conference  Committee. 

CONCLUSION 

The  cooperative  efforts  of  DART,  the  City  of  Dallas,  and  the  Federal  government 
continue  to  improve  transit  in  this  region.  This  Subcommittee's  decisions  over  the  past 
three  years  to  participate  in  these  projects  created  positive  momentum  for  DART.  I 
urge  your  endorsement  of  DART's  FY  1994  funding  requests  in  order  to  keep  this 
momentum  we  collectively  have  gained.  DART  is  building  now  for  the  future  of  the 
region. 
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DART  Earmark  Requests  for  Inclusion 
in  FY  1 994  Transportation  Appropriations  Bill 


Appropriation  Recommendations 
(in  Millions) 


Prior  FY94  Request 

SOC  Ligtit  Rail  Transit  Project 

(Fourth  Year  of  Funding)  $82.5  $77.5 


SOC  Bus  Maintenance  Facility 
and  Training  Academy 

(Final  Year  of  Funding)  $15.5  $8.5 


-1- 
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Light  Rail  Transit  Starter  System: 
South  and  West  Oaic  Cliff,  and  North  Central  Comdors, 
and  Dallas  Central  Business  District 


Light  Rail  Transit  Starter  System  is  20  miles  (witti  21  stations)  of  the  overall 
66-mile  DART  Light  Rail  Transit  System  (See  map). 

The  LRT  Starter  System  will  open  in  1 996. 

Capital  cost  of  the  Starter  System  is  $841  million  in  escalated  dollars. 

66%  of  the  LRT  Starter  System  has  been  committed  by  contract  as  of 
February  23,  1 993. 

FY  1994  Earmark  request  for  South  Oak  Cliff  LRT  is  $77.5  million. 

Contractual  Commftments  (in  millions)  for  Design  and  Construction  of  tlie 
LRT  Starter  System: 

Design  &  Construction  $309 

Vehicles  and  Systems  1 67 

Right-of-Way  47 
Other  (Management,  Insurance,  Testing, 

Track  Materials)  35 

Total  $558 

Refer  to  "Committed  To  Date"  chart  on  the  next  page. 

Construction  Contracts  to  be  Awarded  by  September  1993 

SOC-1  and  OC-1 

Construction  Contracts  to  be  Awarded  during  FY  1 994 

S0C-2A,  SOC-2B,  NC-2  AND  WOC-2 


-2- 
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CBD/South  Oak  Cliff  Line: 

-  54%  of  construction  and  land  costs  supported  by  FTA  Section  3  funds 

-  Fronn  Ledbetter  Drive  (Loop  12)  through  Dallas  CBD 

-  $160  nnillion  authorized  by  ISTEA 

-  Surface  light  rail  transit 

-Utilizes  former  railroad  right-of-way,  electric  utility  corridors,  and  street 
rights-of-way 

-  Transit  mall  along  Pacific  and  Bryan  Streets  is  under  construction 

-  LRT  bridge  across  Trinity  River  is  under  construction 

North  Central  Line: 

-  Locally  funded  with  100%  DART  sales  tax  receipts 

-  From  Dallas  CBD  to  Park  Lane 

-  At  surface  in  former  railroad  right-of-way  from  Park  Lane  to 

Mockingbird  Lane 

-  Tunnel  under  North  Central  Expressway  from  Mockingbird  Lane  to  CBD 

-  Boring  of  the  twin  tunnels  is  underway 

West  Oak  Cliff  Line: 

-  Locally  funded  with  100%  DART  sales  tax  receipts 

-  From  Westmoreland  Road  to  junction  with  South  Oak  Cliff  Line 

-  Surface  running  in  former  railroad  right-of-way 

-  West  Oak  Cliff  -  1  section  is  under  construction 

Systemwide  Procurements: 

-  Service  &  Inspection  Facility  is  under  construction 

-  40  LRT  Vehicles  under  contract  and  on  order 

-  Traction  Electrification  contract  awarded 

-  Communication  contract  awarded 

-  Signal  contract  awarded 

-  Track  material  contracts  all  awarded 

The  following  chart  highlights  the  D/M/WBE  Goals  and  Commitments  To  Date 
for  the  LRT  Starter  System  Design  and  Construction  contracts. 

Refer  to  Summary  Schedule  and  Six  Month  Look  Ahead  on  following  pages. 
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DART  Bus  Project 

South  Oak  Cliff  Bus  Maintenance  Facility  and  Training  Academy 

-  $30  million  Bus  Maintenance  Facility 

-  Replaces  leased  facility  and  consolidates  operations 

-  Acconnnnodates  250  buses 

-  Includes  provision  for  fueling  and  maintaining  the  growing  DART 

Natural  Gas  fleet  of  buses  and  vans 

-  Training  Academy  to  serve  bothi  bus  and  rail  training  needs 

-  Site  selection  complete 

-  Initiating  procurement  of  firm  to  design  this  facility 

-  FY  1 994  Earmark  request  is  $8.5  million,  which  represents  the  final 

allocation  of  $24  million  committed  in  FY  1 992 
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Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mayor. 

Ms.  Ingle,  do  you  have  a  couple  words  for  us? 

Ms.  Ingle.  I  would  like  to  give  you  a  few  brief  words.  I  would 
like  to  thank  you  for  your  attention  this  morning  and  your  kind- 
ness in  having  us  come  forward  with  our  request. 

I  would  also  like  to  thank  the  members  of  our  delegation,  to  in- 
clude John  Bryant.  We  are  proud  of  the  fact  that  this  year  we  are 
coming  as  a  region  united  with  our  delegation  firmly  behind  us  in 
our  request.  They  have  been  very  supportive  of  us  in  that. 

I  would  also  like  to  introduce  to  you  Victor  Burke.  Victor  Burke 
is  our  new  general  manager.  He  received  his  contract  last  year. 
Victor  is  responsible  for  the  day-to-day  operations  of  DART,  includ- 
ing construction  and  operations  of  the  existing  bus  fleet.  He  is  ca- 
pable, dedicated,  and  brings  an  enthusiasm  to  the  region  which 
those  of  you  with  years  of  experience  in  Government  can  appreci- 
ate. Enthusiasm  is  a  commodity  that  is  sometimes  short  in  a  stress- 
ful environment. 

I  am  sure  you  will  welcome  with  me  and  wish  Vic  all  of  the  suc- 
cess that  we  can  possible  have  in  DART  and  in  our  Dallas  area  for 
regional  mobility. 

As  Mayor  Bartlett  did,  I  would  like  to  emphasize  that  we  have 
committed  to  date  every  dollar  that  has  been  received,  plus  those 
earmarked  but  not  received  from  the  Federal  Government  in  con- 
struction of  our  LRT  system.  In  fact,  we  have  committed  about  $10 
million  or  $11  million  more  than  earmarked  at  this  point  in  time. 

We  are  on  time.  Scheduled  opening  for  passenger  service  is  the 
latter  half  of  1996.  We  will  open  to  the  tune  of  about  40,000  passen- 
gers a  day.  We  are  projected  to  go  to  50,000  passengers  by  the  year 
2000.  This  will  require  us  to  restructure  our  bus  network  in  order 
to  speed  that  light  rail  line.  We  are  in  the  process  of  that  planning. 
It  will  remake  the  look  of  bus  service  in  Dallas  to  support  it. 

We  are  on  budget.  We  have  an  $841  million  budget  for  the  20 
miles  of  light  rail.  We  are  to  date  on  and  in  fact  under  budget.  We 
don't  expect  that  to  hold  true  to  the  end  of  the  project,  but  if  we 
could  come  in  very  close  to  this  number,  I  think  we  will  be  very 
pleased  and  proud  of  our  staff  and  their  effort  on  our  behalf. 

And  we  do  have  the  ability,  as  well  as  the  necessity,  to  commit 
every  dollar  that  we  are  earmarked  for  in  fiscal  year  1994  during 
that  calendar  year. 

We  are  ready  to  build.  We  are  building.  Some  of  you  have  been 
in  Dallas.  You  will  be  amazed  at  where  we  stand  today  in  the 
amount  of  on-the-ground  visible  progress  on  our  light  rail  system. 

We  would  respectfully  request  your  consideration  and  we  will  be 
available  to  answer  any  questions  you  might  have. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Kathy  Ingle  follows:] 
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INTRODUCTION 


Good  Morning,  Mr  Chairman  and  members  of  the  Subcommittee.  My  name  is  Kathy 
Ingle,  Chair  of  the  Dallas  Area  Rapid  Transit  Authority  Board  of  Directors.  It  is  indeed 
my  pleasure  to  present  this  written  testimony  to  the  Subcommittee  on  behalf  of  the 
citizens  of  our  service  area  and  the  Board  of  Directors. 

FUNDING  REQUEST 

I  am  pleased  to  present  our  FY  1994  Section  3  discretionary  funding  request  for  $86 
million,  $77  5  million  of  which  will  be  dedicated  to  the  South  Oak  Cliff  Light  Rail  Transit 
(SOC  LRT)  portion  of  the  Starter  System  and  $8.5  million  to  be  the  third  and  final  year 
of  funding  for  the  South  Oak  Cliff  Bus  Maintenance  Facility  and  Training  Academy 
Page  1  of  the  attached  Project  Briefing  and  FY  1994  Earmark  Requests  for  Light  Rail 
Transit  and  Bus  Projects  contains  details  on  previous  appropriations. 

DART  has  obligated  all  of  the  $82.5  million  previously  appropriated  to  the  SOC  LRT 
project,  and  we  will  obligate  every  dollar  of  today's  requested  amount  for  the  project 
before  the  close  of  FY  1994.  The  $77.5  million  represents  the  remaining  funds 
necessary  to  bring  the  appropriations  equal  to  the  $160  million  authorized  by  the 
Intermodal  Surface  Transportation  Efficiency  Act  of  1991 . 

DART  is  providing  extra  leverage  for  the  Federal  funds  received.  DART  has  reversed 
the  traditional  Federal/Local  share  by  providing  80%  ($681  million)  of  the  LRT  Starter 
System  cost  of  $841  million  from  local  sources,  namely  our  one-percent  sales  tax 
dedicated  to  transit.  The  $160  million  in  Federal  funds  represent  the  remaining  20% 
share.  Not  only  does  the  dedicated  sales  tax  give  us  the  financial  capacity  to  construct 
this  LRT,  but  it  provides  the  financial  capability  to  operate  and  maintain  the  LRT 
system,  as  well  as  our  bus  and  van  services. 

Last  year  at  this  time,  DART  had  just  awarded  the  first  SOC  LRT  construction  contract 
and  we  were  projecting  the  award  of  a  number  of  future  contracts.  I  can  tell  you  today 
that  we  have  fulfilled  the  promise  of  substantial  construction  progress  duhng  FY  1992 
and  the  first  half  of  FY  1993.  In  fact,  over  the  past  12  months,  DART  has  committed 
$558  million,  or  66%  of  the  total  project  cost,  to  contracts  for  the  LRT  Starter  System, 
including:  ^ 

•  Construction  contracts  awarded  for  each  of  the  five  line  sections  and  the 
Service  and  Inspection  Facility, 

•  Acquisition  of  82  of  263  real  estate  parcels  for  stations,  parking  and  line 
sections, 

•  Acquisition  of  18.1  miles  of  the  Santa  Fe  Railroad, 
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•  40  LRT  Vehicles  under  contract  and  on  order,  and 

•  All  LRT  electrification,  signal,  communication  and  track  material  procurements 
have  been  awarded. 

Furthermore,  DART  has  kept  to  the  published  schedule  and  has  remained  within  the 
$841  million  budget  for  the  Starter  System.  For  more  information,  please  refer  to  the 
"Committed  to  Date"  chart  and  the  "Summary  Schedule"  in  the  attached  Project  Briefing 
and  FY  1994  Earmark  Requests  for  Light  Rail  Transit  and  Bus  Projects. 

For  those  Members  that  have  not  had  an  opportunity  to  visit  Dallas,  I  invite  you  to  come 
and  tour  our  multi-modal  transit  system.  We  operate  864  buses,  as  well  as  1 38  vans 
for  paratransit,  demand  responsive  and  fixed  route  services.  Our  current  FY  1993 
operating  budget  is  $136.2  million,  all  funded  with  passenger  fares  and  sales  tax 
receipts.  DART  does  not  utilize  any  Federal  operating  assistance. 

We  are  also  a  transit  authority  with  significant  bus  capital  needs.  Though  a  majority  of 
our  identified  capital  needs,  amounting  to  $63  million  in  FY  1993,  are  funded  with  FTA 
Section  9  funds  and  our  1%  sales  tax,  we  have  identified  one  critical  capital  project 
which  will  require  funding  beyond  the  normal  sources.  DART  is  seeking  $8.5  million  for 
the  third  and  final  year  of  funding  for  the  South  Oak  Cliff  Bus  Maintenance  Facility  and 
Training  Academy.  This  project  will  permit  DART  to  maintain  our  future  fleet  of 
alternatively  fueled  buses,  helping  to  meet  Federal  energy  and  environmental  goals.  In 
addition,  we  will  enhance  our  ability  to  effectively  train  our  employees.  For  additional 
information  please  refer  to  page  4  of  the  attached  Project  Briefing  and  FY  1994 
Earmark  Requests  for  Light  Rail  Transit  and  Bus  Projects. 

ACCOMPLISHMENTS 

I  would  like  to  briefly  highlight  DART'S  major  accomplishments  since  we  appeared 
before  this  Subcommittee  last  year. 

South  Oak  Cliff  Light  Rail  Transit  Project  (Federally  Funded) 

Through  a  very  cooperative  partnership  with  the  Federal  Transit  Administration  (FTA), 
DART  has  moved  swiftly  into  construction  DARTs  staff,  working  with  both  the  FTA 
Administrator's  office  here  in  Washington  and  the  FTA  Regional  office  in  Fort  Worth, 
has: 

•  Obtained  an  $160  million  Letter  of  No  Prejudice  permitting  the  commencement 
and  continuation  of  construction. 

•  Commenced  construction  last  month  of  the  Pacific/Bryan  Transitway  Mall  in 
the  Dallas  Central  Business  District, 
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•  Completed  more  than  half  of  the  Trinity  River  Bridge  construction  that  started 
a  year  ago, 

•  Completed  relocation  of  high-voltage  transmission  towers  on  the  SOC-1  line 
segment, 

•  Procured  LRT  vehicles,  and  electric  traction,  signal  and  communication 
systems,  and, 

•  Commenced  construction  of  the  Service  and  Inspection  Facility. 

All  of  the  $82.5  million  previously  earmarked  has  already  been  obligated  through  the 
previously  mentioned  contracts.  In  fact,  the  Federal  share  of  the  $558  million  of 
commitments  to  date  amounts  to  $91.5  million.  By  the  close  of  FY  1993,  we  estimate 
this  amount  to  exceed  $120  million  with  the  award  of  two  construction  contracts  and  the 
continued  acquisition  of  real  estate.  DART  is  funding,  with  local  sources,  the  $37  5 
million  difference  between  our  commitments  and  prior  appropriated  funds. 

Based  on  our  implementation  schedule  for  construction  of  the  final  line  segments  in  the 
SOC  LRT  project  (OC-1,  SOC-1  and  SOC-2),  DART  will  obligate  the  entire  FY  1994 
Earmark  request  of  $77.5  million  prior  to  the  close  of  FY  1994. 

North  Central  and  West  Oak  Cliff  Light  Rail  Transit  Project  (Locally  Funded) 

These  two  line  segments  represent  extensions  to  the  SOC  LRT  and  are  being 
constructed  with  receipts  from  the  DART  1  %  sales  taxes.  With  this  dedicated  funding 
source,  over  the  past  year  DART: 

•  Began  construction  of  an  $86.8  million,  3.5  mile  twin-bore  tunnel  under  North 
Central  Expressway  on  February  29,  1992,  and  has  bored  more  than  a  mile  of 
the  southbound  tunnel, 

•  Began  construction  on  the  West  Oak  Cliff  line  section  in  August  1992,  with  the 
second  segment  to  be  under  construction  in  early  FY  1994,  and, 

•  Will  commence  construction,  in  the  spring  of  1994,  of  the  NC-2  segment 
between  Mockingbird  and  Park  Lane. 

Disadvantaged/Minority/Women  Business  Enterprise  Goals  and  Commitments 

DART  has  made  very  significant  progress  in  fulfilling  a  commitment  to  maximize  the 
opportunities  for  Disadvantaged/MinorityAA/omen  Business  Enterprises  (D/MAA/BE)  to 
compete  for  LRT  design  and  construction  contracts.  In  14  out  of  15  cases  to  date,  the 
goals  established  by  DART  have  been  met  or  exceeded  by  the  perspective  contractors. 
This  is  graphically  depicted  by  the  figure  entitled  "D/MAA/BE  Goals  and  Commitments 
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to  Date"  in  the  attached  Project  Briefing  and  FY  1994  Earmark  Requests  for  Light  Rail 
Transit  and  Bus  Projects. 

DART'S  overall  procurement  program  has  shown  significant  increases  in  the  contract 
amount  awarded  to  MAA/BE.  In  FY  1990,  $10.2  million  in  contracts/subcontracts  were 
awarded  to  MAA/BE,  increasing  to  $19  million  in  FY  1991  and  $54.4  million  in  FY  1992. 
Through  March  9,  1993,  DART  has  awarded  $132.95  million  in  contracts,  $31  million  of 
that  amount  to  M/WBE. 

South  Oak  Cliff  Bus  Maintenance  Facility  and  Training  Academy 

In  anticipation  of  the  remaining  funds  for  the  South  Oak  Cliff  Bus  Maintenance  Facility 
and  Training  Academy,  DART  has  made  positive  steps  toward  implementation  of  this 
vital  project.  The  DART  Board  of  Directors  recently  approved  the  site  for  the  facility 
and  has  authorized  the  hiring  of  a  design  consultant.  DART  will  award  a  construction 
contract  in  FY  1994  utilizing  the  total  of  $24  million  in  Section  3  Bus  funds.  This  project 
will  provide  an  economic  stimulus  to  South  Oak  Cliff  both  during  construction  and  when 
it  becomes  operational. 

High  Occupancy  Vehicle  Lane  Projects 

DART'S  highly  successful  HOV  project  on  1-30,  using  the  innovative  moveable  barrier 
system,  has  resulted  in  mobility  benefits  to  both  the  HOV  lane  users  and 
single-occupant  users  on  the  main  lanes.  The  project  affords  the  16,000  daily  HOV 
lane  users  a  predictable  travel  time  consistently  shorter  than  can  be  accomplished  on 
the  main  lanes.  HOV  users  generally  are  saving  8  minutes  during  the  morning  peak 
hour  and  3  minutes  in  the  evening  over  travel  times  on  the  main  lanes  prior  to 
implementation  of  the  HOV  lane.  The  $14.6  million  cost  of  this  project  was  shared  by 
TxDOT  and  DART.  Section  9  formula  funds  in  the  amount  of  $2.7  million  were  used  to 
supplement  $2.9  million  of  DART  local  funds. 

HOV  lane  projects  evaluated  for  inclusion  in  the  FY  1993  Transportation  Improvement 
Program  of  the  North  Central  Texas  Council  of  Governments,  the  MPO  for  the  region, 
ranked  at  the  top  of  the  list  of  eligible  projects.  $67.4  million  in  Congestion 
Mitigation/Air  Quality  (CMAQ)  and  matching  TxDOT  funds  were  allocated  to  10  HOV 
lane  construction  projects.  The  Board  of  Directors  recently  increased  DARTs 
commitment  to  HOV  lane  funding  from  10  to  16.7  percent  of  the  total  project  costs, 
thereby  matching  the  TxDOT  share. 

DART  and  the  Texas  Department  of  Transportation  received  an  Award  of  Merit  from  the 
U.  S.  Department  of  Transportation  for  the  1-30  HOV  project.  The  award,  for  excellence 
in  highway  design,  recognizes  projects  because  they  "strongly  advocate  excellence  in 
planning,  design,  and  development  of  safe,  functional  and  environmentally  sensitive 
projects". 
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Dallas  Central  Business  District  Bus  Transfer  Facilities 

DART  has  applied  for  a  FTA  grant  for  the  two  Dallas  CBD  Bus  Transfer  Facilities  that 
were  part  of  the  FY  1993  transportation  appropriations.  This  project  is  vital  for  our 
DART  patrons,  the  City  of  Dallas  and  the  downtown  business  community.  We  are 
currently  in  the  real  estate  appraisal  process.  Upon  grant  approval,  we  will  immediately 
commence  design  of  these  facilities. 

Commuter  Rail  Project 

We  are  actively  advancing  our  project  to  provide  commuter  rail  service  between  Dallas 
and  Irving,  with  a  future  extension  to  Fort  Worth.  Progress  has  recently  been  made 
between  RAILTRAN,  the  managers  of  this  rail  corridor,  and  the  operating  railroads  and 
should  result  in  signed  agreements  by  April  30,  1993.  An  interlocal  agreement 
between  DART,  the  Ft.  Worth  Transportation  Authority  and  RAILTRAN,  under 
simultaneous  negotiation,  should  be  ready  for  Board  approval  by  June  1.  Commuter 
rail  operation  can  begin  within  22  months  of  the  execution  of  these  agreements.  Due  to 
progress  being  made  in  the  railroad  negotiations,  DART  procurement  efforts  for  the 
vehicles,  previously  on  hold,  have  been  reinitiated. 

North  Central  Corridor  Alternatives  Analysis/Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement 

DART  has  received  approval  from  FTA  to  initiate  a  second  Alternatives  Analysis/Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement.  DART  will  analyze  alternatives  in  the  North  Central 
Corridor  from  Park  Lane,  the  terminus  of  the  LRT  Starter  System,  northward  to  the  City 
of  Piano.     This  extension  is  the  planned  next  phase  of  the  eventual  66-mile  LRT 

system 

DART  has  completed  the  Scoping  Process.  The  Board  recently  approved  a  list  of 
alternatives  for  further  evaluation.  The  Board  is  scheduled  to  approve  a  Locally 
Preferred  Alternative  by  the  end  of  1993.  We  will  then  initiate  the  Final  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  process. 

DART  Paratransit  Services 

DART'S  Paratransit  services  include  HandiRides  for  our  physically  challenged  patrons 
as  well  as  DARTAbout  demand  responsive  van  service.  The  FY  1993  Paratransit 
budget  is  $12.5  million  with  a  projected  ridership  of  875,000.  To  accommodate  demand 
for  service,  DART  is  expanding  the  fleet  of  alternatively  fueled  vans  to  198  by  the  end 
of  FY  1993.  Service  has  been  improved  with  the  recent  activation  of  the  900  MHz  radio 
and  automatic  vehicle  locator  systems,  the  upgrade  of  the  automated  scheduling 
system  and  the  consolidation  of  the  dispatch  function  in  the  DART  Communication 
Center. 
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The  FY  1 992  DART  ADA  Plan  was  one  of  the  first  plans  in  the  country  to  be  approved 
We  have  recently  submitted  our  required  FY  1993  update  to  FTA. 

CONCLUSION 

The  cooperative  efforts  of  DART,  the  City  of  Dallas,  our  suburban  member  cities  and 
the  Federal  government  continue  to  improve  public  transit  and  mobility  in  this  region. 
This  Subcommittee's  decisions  over  the  past  three  years  to  participate  in  these 
projects  created  positive  momentum  for  DART.  I  urge  your  endorsement  of  DARTs  FY 
1 994  funding  requests  in  order  to  sustain  this  momentum  we  have  collectively  gained. 
DART  is  building  the  key  mobility  components  now  to  underpin  the  transportation  and 
economic  future  of  the  region. 
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DART  Earmark  Requests  for  Inclusion 
in  FY  1 994  Transportation  Appropriations  Bill 


Appropriation  Recommendations 
(in  Millions) 


Prior  FY94  Request 

SOC  Ligtit  Rail  Transit  Project 

(Fourth  Year  of  Funding)  $82.5  $77.5 


SOC  Bus  Maintenance  Facility 
and  Training  Academy 

(Final  Year  of  Funding)  $15.5  $8.5 


-1- 
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Light  Rail  Transit  Starter  System: 
South  and  West  Oalc  Cliff,  and  North  Central  Corridors, 
and  Dallas  Central  Business  District 


Light  Rail  Transit  Starter  System  is  20  miles  (with  21  stations)  ot  the  overall 
66-mile  DART  Light  Rail  Transit  System  (See  map). 

The  LRT  Starter  System  will  open  in  1996. 

Capital  cost  of  the  Starter  System  is  $841  million  in  escalated  dollars. 

66%  of  the  LRT  Starter  System  has  been  committed  by  contract  as  of 
February  23,  1 993. 

FY  1994  Earmark  request  for  South  Oak  Cliff  LRT  is  %77.5  million. 

Contractual  Commitments  (in  millions)  for  Design  and  Construction  of  ttie 
LRT  Starter  System: 

Design  &  Construction  $309 
Vehicles  and  Systems  167 

Right-of-Way  47 

Other  (Management,  Insurance,  Testing, 

Track  Materials)  35 

Total  $558 

Refer  to  "Committed  To  Date"  chart  on  the  next  page. 

Construction  Contracts  to  be  Awarded  by  September  1 993 

SOC-1  and  OC-1 

Construction  Contracts  to  be  Awarded  during  FY  1994 

SOC-2A,  SOC-2B,  NC-2  AND  WOC-2 
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CBD/South  Oak  Cliff  Une: 

-  54%  of  construction  and  land  costs  supported  by  FTA  Section  3  funds 

-  Fronn  Ledbetter  Drive  (Loop  12)  through  Dallas  CBD 

-  $160  million  authorized  by  ISTEA 

-  Surface  light  rail  transit 

-  Utilizes  fornner  railroad  right-of-way,  electric  utility  corridors,  and  street 

rights-of-way 

-  Transit  nnall  along  Pacific  and  Bryan  Streets  is  under  construction 

-  LRT  bridge  across  Trinity  River  is  under  construction 

North  Central  Line: 

-  Locally  funded  with  100%  DART  sales  tax  receipts 

-  From  Dallas  CBD  to  Park  Lane 

-  At  surface  in  former  railroad  right-of-way  from  Park  Lane  to 

Mockingbird  Lane 

-  Tunnel  under  North  Central  Expressway  from  Mockingbird  Lane  to  CBD 

-  Boring  of  the  twin  tunnels  is  underway 

West  Oak  Cliff  Line: 

-  Locally  funded  with  100%  DART  sales  tax  receipts 

-  From  Westmoreland  Road  to  junction  with  South  Oak  Cliff  Line 

-  Surface  running  in  former  railroad  right-of-way 

-  West  Oak  Cliff  -  1  section  is  under  construction 

Systemwide  Procurements: 

-  Sen/ice  &  Inspection  Facility  is  under  construction 

-  40  LRT  Vehicles  under  contract  and  on  order 

-  Traction  Electrification  contract  awarded 

-  Communication  contract  awarded 

-  Signal  contract  awarded 

-  Track  material  contracts  all  awarded 

The  following  chart  highlights  the  D/M/WBE  Goals  and  Commitments  To  Date 
for  the  LRT  Starter  System  Design  and  Construction  contracts. 

Refer  to  Summary  Schedule  and  Six  Month  Look  Ahead  on  following  pages. 


47 


BWEfai 


< 

O 

H 

H 
Z 


O 

O 
O 


LWWWWWWWWWN 


ofjjoNaa 


tsNNNWWWNWNWW^ 


o 


NVVs 


8 


.IS- 

r 

a 


V 


o 


-a 

s 


o 
U 


o 
O 


& 


■a 
§ 

I 


48 


49 


50 
DART  Bus  Project 

South  Oak  Cliff  Bus  Maintenance  Facility  and  Training  Academy 

-  $30  million  Bus  Maintenance  Facility 

-  Replaces  leased  facility  and  consolidates  operations 

-  Acconnmodates  250  buses 

-  Includes  provision  for  fueling  and  nnaintaining  the  growing  DART 

Natural  Gas  fleet  of  buses  and  vans 

-  Training  Academy  to  serve  both  bus  and  rail  training  needs 

-  Site  selection  complete 

-  Initiating  procurement  of  firm  to  design  this  facility 

-  FY  1994  Earmark  request  is  $8.5  million,  which  represents  the  final 

allocation  of  $24  million  committed  in  FY  1992 
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Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you,  Ms.  Ingle.  It's  a  delight  to  have  you  here. 

I  do  have  a  few  questions. 

Where  does  the  Dallas  area  stand  in  terms  of  air  quality?  Are 
you  an  attainment  area  or  a  non-attainment  area? 

Mayor  Bartlett.  It  is  my  understanding,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  we 
are  in  the  moderate  attainment  area.  We  have  submitted  our  SIP 
to  the  State.  I  believe  that  we  qualify. 

The  city  of  Dallas,  this  last  fall,  undertook  an  effort  to  go  further 
than  the  SIP  in  attempting  to  convert  large  numbers  of  first  fleets 
and  eventually  private  automobiles  to  natural  gas  conversion.  Both 
the  county  and  DART  are  in  the  process  of  their  conversion. 

We  have  converted  some  of  our  civilian — we  are  testing  natural 
gas  automobiles  currently  for  the  police  fleet. 

Our  approach  in  Dallas  for  natural  g£is  is  not  to  concentrate  on 
the  fleets  per  se,  but  to  use  the  fleets  as  a  way  of  establishing  in 
the  marketplace  natural  gas  service  stations  so  that  private  auto- 
mobile users  can  use  the  fleet. 

So  we  are  in  a  moderate  attainment  and  we  are  pushing  ahead 
on  that.  The  new  emphasis  is  on  natural  gas  automobiles. 

Ms.  Ingle.  If  I  could  add  a  comment  to  that,  DART  is  in  a  little 
bit  different  position  from  the  city  in  that  there  is  a  State  mandate 
for  conversion  of  the  fleet  to  alternative  fuels.  The  State  timing  is 
more  critical  and  harsher  than  is  the  Federal.  We  have  benchmark 
years  in  which  we  have  to  have  percentages  of  our  fleet  converted. 

Part  of  our  request  for  the  $8.5  million  for  the  South  Oak  Cliff 
bus  maintenance  facility  is  to  include  construction  of  alternative 
fueling  capacity  to  facilitate  our  changeover  to  the  new  fuels. 
These  facilities  will  cost  us  a  couple  million  dollars.  We  do  not 
want  to  put  those  into  a  leased  space  out  of  which  we  are  currently 
operating. 

Also,  we  have  some  funds  that  we  are  funneling  into  HOVs, 
through  Congestion  and  Air  Mitigation  Act,  to  help  us  comply  in 
our  area.  Unlike  other  areas  of  Texas,  the  problem  with  our  air  is 
mostly  from  auto  transmission  and  not  from  industry.  So  our  HOV 
lanes,  in  combination  with  the  conversion  of  our  fleet,  are  designed 
to  aid  in  that. 

Mr.  Carr.  While  you  are  talking  about  the  HOV  lanes,  your 
movable  barrier  system  is  indeed  impressive.  I  saw  it  in  operation 
and  I  have  encouraged  other  communities  to  talk  to  you  about  it.  I 
hope  some  of  them  have  because  I  think  that  that  really  improves 
mobility  with  the  least  added  investment  cost.  To  be  sure,  some 
communities  that  are  planning  freeway  construction  today  could 
probably  make  an  even  better  moveable  barrier  system  because 
they  could  build  it  into  their  planning,  even  though  they  didn't  im- 
plement it.  I  think  you  took  an  existing  freeway,  if  I  am  not  mis- 
taken, to  upgrade  to  the  moveable  barrier  system. 

Are  there  any  plans  to  extend  your  moveable  barrier  system? 

Mayor  Bartlett,  I  will  let  Victor  answer  on  the  extension  of  the 
existing  one. 

I  will  say  that  on  each  of  our  other  freeways,  a  moveable  barrier 
system  is  now  a  part  of  our  planning.  We  are  very  pleased  with  it. 
Contrary  to  all  predictions,  it  hasn't  suffered  any  major  break- 
downs. There  was  one  minor  breakdown  at  2:00  in  the  morning.  It 
has  been  very  successful  and  we  have  had  a  number  of  other  cities 
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come  to  look  at  it.  We  haven't  tried  to  put  a  patent  on  it.  We 
haven't  figured  out  how  to,  otherwise  we  would  have  done.  We  are 
willing  to  share  it  and  are  sharing  it  with  others. 

We  have  three  other  freeway  systems  that  we're  looking  at  for 
the  same  kind  of  use.  In  the  State  Legislature,  we  are  currently 
considering  a  way  to  use  DART  funds  for  HOV  and  other  kinds  of 
automobile-related  improvements.  We  can  use  it  for  HOV  current- 
ly, but  we  want  to  make  sure  that  we  have  full  flexibility  in  the 
future. 

Mr.  Carr.  Do  you  have  an  estimate  of  the  total  cost  of  the  move- 
able barrier  system? 

Ms.  Ingle.  It  was  a  joint  DART  and  TexDOT  project  and  it  was 
about  $12.5  million  in  capital  costs.  Then  our  operating  expenses 
are  running  us  about  $500,000  per  year. 

Mr.  Carr.  And  that  is  for  two  machines? 

Ms.  Ingle.  That's  right. 

Mr.  Carr.  What  is  the  cost  of  one  of  those  machines? 

Ms.  Ingle.  $400,000. 

Mr.  Carr.  And  then  you  have  the  barriers  themselves,  which 
have  to  be  a  little  more  expensive  than  a  conventional  barrier. 
How  much  are  they  a  mile? 

Mr.  Purcell.  I  am  Tip  Purcell,  DART  staff. 

It  was  about  8.8  miles  and  two  barrier  machines,  about  13,000 
sections  of  barriers,  about  3  feet  long,  and  they  included  several 
variable  message  signs,  a  lot  of  signage  for  crossovers,  and  modifi- 
cation to  the  existing  freeway  and  it  was  about  $12.5  million.  So 
about  $1.5  million  per  mile  or  so. 

Mr.  Carr.  Given  that  it  is  in  an  intensely  urban  area,  being  able 
to  do  something  that  gives  that  kind  of  capacity  at  $1.5  million  per 
mile  is  really  very  tremendous. 

It  would  be  helpful  to  this  committee  if  you  would  at  some 
point — and  I  know  your  staff  is  real  busy,  but  if  you  could  put  to- 
gether a  document  that  would  be  a  before  and  after  look  with  some 
statistics. 

How  long  have  you  operated  this  system? 

Ms.  Ingle.  About  a  year  and  a  half. 

Mr.  Carr.  That's  probably  enough  time  to  give  you  some  operat- 
ing experience  with  it  now  so  that  you  could  really  advance  the 
state  of  knowledge  if  you  did  a  before  and  after  look  and  get  that 
information  to  the  committee.  I  think  we  are  going  to  be  encourag- 
ing other  communities  to  take  a  look  at  this  alternative  before  they 
go  to  the  fancy  systems. 

What  is  the  situation  with  IVHS  in  the  Dallas  area? 

Ms.  Ingle.  We  have  no  funds  committed  for  it  at  this  point.  It  is 
under  study.  TexDOT  and  the  county  are  sponsoring  a  seminar  on 
it  later  in  April  in  which  we  are  participating.  DART  is  looking  at 
it.  We  have  some  staff  time  committed  to  it,  but  we  have  no  funds 
committed  to  it  at  this  point. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  must  encourage  you  to  look  aggressively  at  it,  and  I 
must  also  encourage  you  to  adjust  your  ridership  forecasts  to  in- 
clude the  eventuality  of  IVHS.  It  will  be  in  Dallas,  it  is  just  a 
matter  of  time.  But  we're  also  looking  at  ridership  figures,  which 
may  be  materially  impacted  by  the  installation  of  an  IVHS  system. 
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We  would  like  you  to  take  a  look  at  that  and  give  us  some  informa- 
tion. 

Ms.  Ingle.  Our  metropolitan  planning  organization  has  begun  a 
new  look  at  all  the  traffic  travel  patterns  and  demands  and  what 
modes  will  best  fill  those  as  an  update  that  they  plan  to  have  done 
by  October.  We  are  going  to  join  hands  with  them  in  that.  I  think 
it  will  be  an  integral  part  of  it.  So  we're  just  dipping  our  toe  in  the 
water  right  now. 

Mr.  Carr.  One  of  the  things  we  have  discussed  privately  and 
publicly  is  that  there  are  going  to  be  additional  criteria.  Dallas  has 
done  very  well  in  having  an  overmatch,  very  well  in  haying  a 
dedicated  source  of  operating  revenue,  and  very  well  in  having  an 
overall  consensus  in  the  area.  I  think  you  get  very,  very  high  marks. 
We're  going  to  begin  to  add  some  more  criteria  and  a  little  more  to 
work  with  you.  I  have  no  doubt  that  you  will  be  able  to  meet  those 
criteria,  but  among  them  is  the  impact  of  IVHS. 

It  is  a  reality.  It  is  coming.  It  is  going  to  come  faster  than  a  lot  of 
people  had  originally  thought.  It  will  pay  some  fairly  significant 
dividends  in  mobility,  but  they  will  also  materially  impact  on  rider- 
ship  forecasts,  which  I  don't  believe  adequately  take  it  into  ac- 
count. 

Are  you  taking  any  section  9  money  for  your  80  percent? 

Ms.  Ingle.  No. 

Mr.  Carr.  You  hit  another  criteria.  We  don't  look  kindly  to  com- 
munities that  try  to  take  section  9  money  and  call  it  a  local  match. 

The  cars  are  under  contract.  You  have  40  some  cars  under  con- 
tract? Who  is  the  contract  with? 

Mayor  Bartlett.  Kinki  Sharo  of  Osaka  with  a  Boston  subsidiary. 

Mr.  Carr.  Where  will  they  be  built? 

Mayor  Bartlett.  In  Dallas  in  the  southern  sector.  The  site 
hasn't  been  selected,  but  the  only  sites  that  Kinki  and  the  city 
have  discussed — ^the  city  can  discuss  it.  DART  is  a  little  antsy 
about  telling  the  contractor  where  to  build  them,  but  the  city  is 
not.  We  discussed  a  number  of  sites  with  Kinki  Sharo.  They  have 
been  to  town  looking  for  local  contractors.  All  the  sites  they  have 
looked  at  have  been  in  the  southern  sector,  which  is  in  the  part  of 
town  that  has  some  severe  unemplojonent  problems  and  needs  the 
jobs. 

Mr.  Carr.  Was  building  the  cars  in  Dallas  a  condition  of  the  con- 
tract? 

Mayor  Bartlett.  We  tried,  but  we  couldn't  do  it. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  have  talked  to  Congresswoman  Johnson  suid  Con- 
gressman Frost  in  the  past.  This  committee  takes  a  dim  view  of 
any  community  that  tries  to  force  as  a  condition  of  contract  that 
cars  be  manufactured  in  a  particular  place.  We're  £dl  for  Buy 
America  if  that  is  what  it  turns  out  to  be,  but  we're  not  into  fi- 
nancing Buy  Dallas  or  Buy  Saint  Louis. 

We  want  cars  at  the  lowest  possible  cost.  That  means  that  indus- 
try has  to  be  left  free  to  build  these  cars  where  it  makes  economic 
sense  to  them.  This  committee  is  going  to  hold  fast  on  trying  to  fi- 
nance the  best  most  cost-effective  transportation  infrastructure.  We 
do  not  look  at  what  we  do  here  as  a  jobs  program. 

With  that  admonition 
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Mayor  Bartlett.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  abided  by  that.  As  you 
recall,  we  had  conversations  with  the  subcommittee  and  the  FTA. 
Both  you  and  the  Executive  Branch  held  firm,  and  we  abided  by  it. 
It  was  a  clean  contract  that  was  competitively  bid.  Once  the  bid- 
ding was  over,  then  I  personally  called  on  Kinki  to  invite  them  to 
assemble  the  cars  in  what  I  think  are  the  lowest  cost  and  highest 
productivity  place  that  they  could,  which  is  in  the  southern  sector 
of  Dallas. 

While  they  haven't  selected  a  site,  they  are  economically  driven 
and  I  think  they  will  select  that  site,  but  it  is  up  to  them. 

Mr.  Carr.  That  is  a  good  answer. 

You  say  that  the  money  will  be  fully  obligated. 

What  is  your  outlay  situation?  How  much  money,  though  obligated, 
do  you  have  on  hand  from  prior  appropriations? 

Mr.  Burke.  We  have  actually  used  our  local  match  money.  It  is 
gone. 

Mr.  Carr.  Your  local  money  is  your  business,  but  the  Federal 
money  is  our  business.  The  Federal  money  is  gone? 

Mr.  Burke.  Yes,  for  the  light  rail.  For  the  other  two  projects,  we 
are  in  the  process  of  going  out  for  engineering  now. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  understand. 

In  the  amount  that  you're  requesting,  $77.5  million  for  next  year, 
how  much  will  actually  be  paid  out  and  spent? 

Mr.  Burke.  It  will  be  placed  on  contract  by  the  end  of  this  fiscal 
year.  I  don't  know  how  much  will  actually  be  paid  out  to  the  con- 
tractor. It  depends  upon  how  much  progress  they  will  make. 

Mr.  Carr.  We  need  to  know  that  figure  for  the  record,  if  you 
could  provide  that. 

Mayor  Bartlett.  It  is  my  understanding  that  it  clearly  will  be 
obligated  in  fiscal  year  1994.  It  is  my  understanding  that  it  will  be 
spent  at  the  same  rate  it  is  today.  I  think  the  answer  will  come 
back  that  it  will  all  be  spent  in  fiscal  year  1994  also.  There  may  be 
some  exceptions  to  that,  but  by  and  large,  all  of  it  will  be  obligated 
and  it  will  be  spent  in  fiscal  year  1994. 

Mr.  Carr.  We  just  want  to  make  sure  of  the  cash  flow  rate. 

Mr.  Ingle.  We  will  provide  that  at  our  earliest  possible  conven- 
ience. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Wolf? 

Mr.  Wolf.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  welcome  you  all  to  the  committee. 

What  is  the  HOV?  Is  it  HOV-2  or  HOV-3? 

Mr.  Burke.  It  is  HOV-2. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Have  you  looked  at  HOV-3? 

Mr.  Burke.  We  don't  need  that  capacity. 

In  answer  to  the  earlier  question  on  this  HOV,  we  are  going  to 
extend  this  one  going  in  the  outer  lane  by  2  miles.  It  is  going  out  5 
miles  now  and  coming  back  in  3  miles.  We're  going  to  extend  it  by 
2  miles, 

Mr.  Wolf.  What  are  the  hours? 

Mr.  Burke.  The  early  morning  goes  from  6:00  to  9:00  and  the 
afternoon  is  from  4:00  to  7:00. 

Mr.  Wolf.  We  have  a  moveable  barrier  that  I  helped  get  on  the 
Teddy  Roosevelt  Bridge.  We  added  an  additional  lane  on  the  Teddy 
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Roosevelt  Bridge  and  put  in  a  moveable  barrier  so  that  we  get  an 
additional  lane  in  the  morning  and  an  additional  lane  in  the 
evening. 

Have  you  looked  at  that  one? 

Ms.  Ingle.  Yes.  That  is  the  same  system  that  we  are  operating 
with.  I  think  the  same  contractor,  in  fact,  built  the  machines.  I  be- 
lieve those  are  the  only  two  operating  systems  in  the  United 
States. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Yes,  that's  correct.  And  it  is  a  very,  very  good  system. 
For  a  small  amount  of  money,  we  got  that  system.  I  agree  with  the 
chairman  that  others  should  be  looking  at  it.  I  think  there  was 
only  one  day  when  it  did  not  work  and  it  was  because  a  person 
wasn't  available  at  that  time.  But  it  has  given  us  much  more  pave- 
ment without  having  to  pay  that  extra  amount. 

I  have  no  further  questions.  It  was  good  to  see  you. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  unanimous  consent  to  submit  to  each 
witness  a  copy  of  a  series  of  questions  that  I  would  like  to  ask 
every  witness  that  comes  before  the  committee. 

Mr.  Carr.  Without  objection,  your  prepared  questions  will 
appear  in  the  record. 

[The  information  foUows:] 
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QUESTIONS  FOR  PUBLIC  WITNESSES 
HOUSE  TRANSPORTATION  APPROPRIATIONS  SUBCOMMITTEE 

1.  What  organization  would  be  the  recipient  of  the  federal 
funds  requested? 

2.  How  much  money  are  you  requesting  from  this  subcommittee  for 
FY  1994? 

3.  What  will  these  funds  be  used  for? 

4.  Are  you  requesting  any  funds  for  non-construction  purposes? 
If  yes,  what  would  these  funds  be  used  for? 

5.  What  impact  does  this  project  have  on  our  national 
transportation  network,  or  any  other  federal  purpose,  which 
would  justify  the  request  for  funds  from  this  subcommittee? 

6.  For  FY  1993,  what  is  the  total  amount  of  federal  funds  that 
this  organization  received,  and  what  activities  were  funded 
by  these  amounts? 

7.  Has  the  project  received  federal  funds  in  prior  years?   In 
what  fiscal  years  were  those  funds  received  and  in  what 
amounts? 

8.  Will  you  be  seeking  additional  funds  from  this  subcommittee 
for  this  project  in  the  future? 

9.  What  is  the  total  expected  cost  of  the  project?  What 
percentage  of  the  total  cost  of  this  project  would  be  funded 
by  the  federal  government? 

10.  How  much  state,  local,  or  private  funds  will  be  used  for 
this  project? 

11.  Are  you  seeking  funds  this  year  from  any  other  federal 
source,  or  any  other  appropriations  subcommittee  for  this 
project,  or  for  any  other  project? 

12.  If  the  project  for  which  you  are  seeking  federal  funds  from 
this  subcommittee  is  a  highway  project',  where  does  it  rank 
on  the  state's  priority  list? 

13.  If  the  project  is  a  transit  project,  does  the  general  public 
in  your  area  support  the  project? 

14.  Has  there  been  any  public  financing  mechanisms  initiated  at 
the  state  and/or  local  level  to  help  fund  this  project 
(highway  or  transit) ,  such  as  a  dedicated  gas  tax  increase 
or  a  bond  referendum?   If  so,  please  provide  the  specifics, 
and,  in  the  case  of  any  proposed  bonding  authority,  please 
indicate  the  results  of  placing  this  project  before  the 
public. 
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Mr.  Burke.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  thank  you  for  personally 
visiting  Dallas  and  for  seeing  the  work  in  progress.  I  think  that  is 
very  important  for  the  conmiittee's  awareness  of  what  is  happen- 
ing. 

I  also  want  to  emphasize  the  nature  of  this  project.  The  Federal 
money  involved  is  going  to  serve  the  low-income  portion  of  the  city 
of  Dallas  with  a  concentration  of  Blacks  and  Hispanics  in  the  Oak 
Cliff  section  of  Dallas.  It  is  very  important  in  terms  of  providing 
the  opportunity  for  individuals  from  that  community  to  have  em- 
ployment opportunities  in  Dallas  and  to  be  able  to  travel  through- 
out the  city.  It  is  a  very  important  project. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you  very  much. 

I  want  to  tell  you  and  all  who  are  in  the  room,  who  may  have  an 
interest  in  a  particular  project,  that  we  are  in  the  process  of  devel- 
oping additional  criteria  to  make  sure  that  the  money  of  the  tax- 
payers of  this  country  is  being  spent  as  wisely  as  possible.  That 
hasn't  been  done  in  the  past. 

We  have  had  some  limited  criteria,  which  Dallas  has  scored 
home  runs  on,  but  there  will  be  additional  criteria.  We  hope  to 
have  a  preliminary  draft  of  the  criteria  we  will  be  using  as  early  as 
this  year  by  the  end  of  the  recess  in  April.  I  will  look  forward  to 
worlang  with  you  and  all  others  who  £ire  promoting  a  particular 
project  today. 

We  may  be  asking  you  to  update  some  of  the  information  you 
give  us  today  based  on  new  criteria.  We  think  it  is  important  that 
we  go  through  this  exercise  to  assure  that  the  money  is  well  spent. 

Thank  you  very  much  for  being  here. 

Ms.  Johnson.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  express  my  appre- 
ciation to  you  for  having  come  to  Dallas  to  look  at  the  service  area 
and  other  areas  of  transportation  as  well.  We  feel  that  you  have  an 
idea  of  what  we're  trying  to  describe  here.  It  is  a  city  that  has 
come  together  with  a  r^onal  plan  to  attempt  to  offer  rapid  trans- 
portation to  transport  people  primarily  to  jobs.  This  is  a  major 
need  for  this  particular  portion  of  the  city.  I  thank  you  for  your 
positive  consideration. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you  very  much. 


Tuesday,  March  23,  1993. 
SACRAMENTO,  CA,  PROJECTS 

WITNESS 

HON.  ROBERT  T.  MATSUI,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 
STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA 

Mr.  Carr.  Our  next  witness  will  be  the  Hon.  Robert  T.  Matsui. 

I  apologize  to  you  for  your  wait,  however,  the  first  witness  con- 
cluded a  little  faster  than  we  thought.  Since  you  weren't  quite 
ready,  we  proceeded  out  of  order. 

Mr.  Matsui.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  appreciate  the  opportu- 
nity to  appear  before  you.  I  would  like  to  congratulate  you  for  ob- 
taining the  chairmanship  of  this  very  important  subcommittee.  I 
look  forward  to  working  with  you  and  other  members  of  the  sub- 
committee. 
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I  have  very  briefly  two  projects  for  Sacramento  County.  These 
were  under  the  previous  legislation  and  were  authorized  under 
ISTEA.  One  of  them  is  a  light  rail  project.  It  is  an  extension  of  an 
existing  light  rail  project. 

At  this  particular  time,  light  rail  exists  in  the  northeast  part  of 
Sacramento  County  and  it  basically  serves  the  downtown  area, 
which  is  the  State  capitol  of  California.  That  being  the  case,  it  is 
heavily  utilized  at  this  time.  Now  we  want  to  complete  the  second 
phase  of  the  program,  which  is  to  extend  the  program  out  to  the 
south  part  of  the  city  where  the  population  is  growing  rapidly  as 
well. 

The  other  project  is  an  electric  trolley  project  that  would  deal 
with  the  downtown  area.  There  would  be  32  buses  that  would  take 
care  of  traffic  in  the  downtown  area. 

Sacramento  County  is  one  of  the  non-attainment  areas  in  the 
Nation  in  terms  of  air  quality.  We  have  had  this  problem  for  years 
and  it  doesn't  look  as  if  there  is  any  end  in  sight.  And  the  commu- 
nity over  the  last  decade  has  come  to  realize  that  we  have  to  look 
for  alternative  modes  of  transportation. 

We  are  the  third  fastest  growing  city  in  the  Nation  with  a  popu- 
lation of  1  million  or  more.  At  the  same  time,  even  though  Sacra- 
mento County  itself  doesn't  have  much  agriculture,  we  are  sur- 
rounded by  agriculture.  With  agricultural  needs,  the  air  quality  sit- 
uation is  extremely  bad  for  our  community. 

As  a  result,  our  local  elected  officials  and  our  business  and  labor 
leadership  has  come  up  with  alternatives.  The  light  rail  project  is 
one.  We  are  asking  for  $1.5  million  for  additional  design  studies. 
We  hope  to  complete  this  project  by  1997.  It  is  a  total  cost  of  some 
$303  million,  of  which  $242  million  would  be  Federal  money  and 
the  local  share  being  $60  million.  We  hope  to  have  this  construc- 
tion finished  by  1997  to  1999. 

The  electric  trolley  bus  system  has  a  total  project  cost  of  $60  mil- 
lion, of  which  $49  million  would  be  Federal  funds  and  the  local 
share  would  be  $12  million.  And  these  would  be  actual  local  shares 
in  terms  of  the  dollar  amount. 

The  electric  trolley  project  has  two  aspects.  One  is  that  our  local 
government  wants  to  enter  into  a  joint  purchasing  agreement  with 
other  local  agencies  in  the  country  so  that  we  can  lower  the  cost  of 
these  electric  trolley  cars.  Secondly,  this  project  would  be  done  in 
conjunction  with  the  Sacramento  Municipal  Utility  District,  which 
provides  electricity  for  Sacramento  County. 

You  may  have  seen  an  article  in  Sunday's  newspaper.  Our  execu- 
tive director  is  no  longer  building  any  more  power  plants,  but  is 
trying  to  find  ways  to  conserve  in  order  to  meet  the  growing  de- 
mands of  electricity  and  energy  in  Sacramento  County.  One  of  the 
things  he  wants  to  do  is  to  obtain  an  air  emission  credit  for  the 
efficiencies  and  for  the  savings  that  we  will  have  with  respect  to 
this  electric  trolley  car  project. 

I  will  be  happy  to  answer  questions  that  you  or  other  members 
might  have,  but  we  would  hope  that  you  would  support  this 
project. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  the  Hon.  Matsui  follows:] 
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STATEMENT  OP  THE  HONORABLE  ROBERT  T.  MATSUI 

TRANSPORTATION  APPROPRIATIONS  SUBCCMMITTEE 

SACRAMENTO  LKST  RAIL  AND  ELECTRIC  TROLLEY  BUSES 

March  23,  1993 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to 
testify  before  your  subcoaaiittee  today  regarding  two  projects, 
Sacraaento's  light  rail  extension  and  electric  trolley  buses, 
which  are  extreaely  important  to  the  Sacramento  metropolitan 
area.   I  am  proud  of  the  efforts  Sacreunento  is  making  to  tackle 
the  serious  problems  of  air  pollution  and   traffic  congestion,  and 
these  two  projects,  which  have  received  the  support  of  Congress 
in  the  past,  are  improving  the  quality  of  life  for  the  people  who 
live  in  the  Sacramento  Valley. 

Sacrausento  has  a  serious  air  pollution  problem.   Our 
community  is  too  reliant  on  automobiles  for  tremsportation,  we 
live  in  an  area  of  high  agricultural  activity,  and  more  people 
are  moving  into  our  community  all  the  time.   According  to  recent 
census  statistics,  Sacreunento  is  the  third  fastest  growing 
consolidated  metropolitem  area  of  more  than  one  million  people. 
While  we  welcome  new  citizens  and  recognize  the  importance  of 
agriculture  and  other  industry  to  the  economic  health  of  our 
community,  the  air  quality  in  Sacreuaento  has  reached  a  critical 
point.   He  must  find  better,  cleaner  ways  to  accomplish  our 
everyday  activities.  We  must  increase  our  car  pooling,  we  must 
reduce  our  reliance  on  automobiles,  and  we  must  increase  our  use 
of  alternative  methods  of  transportation,  including  energy- 
efficient  and  environmentally  sound  public  transportation. 

Mr.  Chairman,  Sacramento's  light  rail  emd   trolley  bus 
projects  are  essential  if  the  Sacreuaento  community  is  to  clear 
its  skies  of  the  pollution  %rtiich,  unfortxuiately,  has  led  to  our 
designation  as  a  non-attainment  zone.   Sacramento  is  striving  for 
change  so  that,  one  day  in  the  near  future,  we  can  once  again  see 
both  the  majestic  Sierras  to  the  east  amd  the  golden  Coastal 
Range  to  the  west  every  single  day.   With  the  help  of  your 
committee,  I  eun  convinced  Sacramento  will  achieve  this  goal. 

First,  I  would  like  to  briefly  discuss  Sacramento *s  light 
rail  extension  project.  Extending  light  rail  service  twelve 
miles  into  the  ever-growing  southern  portions  of  our  community 
remains  a  top  priority.   The  ISTEA  legislation  recognizes  the 
importance  of  this  extension,  and   authorized  the  project  up  to 
the  construction  phase. 

This  project,  anticipated  to  be  completed  in  1999,  has  a 
current  projected  total  cost  of  approximately  $303  million,  of 
which  the  Federal  government  share  Is  anticipated  to  be 
approximately  $240  million.  Sacramento  requires  $1.5  million  for 
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Fiscal  Year  1994  to  complete  its  alternatives  analysis  so  that 
preliminary  engineering  and  design  can  proceed  in  FY  1995. 
Funding  this  year  is  required  due  to  the  fact  that  Congress 
failed  to  fully  fund  the  preconstructlon  phase  of  the  project  in 
FY  1993. 

The  southern  extension  is  one  element  of  a  three  corridor 
expansion  of  our  light  rail  system  which  will  help  Sacr2unento 
make  significant  strides  in  its  fight  for  clean  air.   Clearly, 
this  southern  extension  project  is  an  essential  step  In  the 
evolution  of  Sacramento's  transportation  Infrastructure.   It  is 
estimated  that  new  rails  in  southern  Sacramento  will  result  In 
1.6  million  annual  new  passengers.   Sacramento,  with  a  helping 
hand  from  the  Federal  government,  is  committed  to  expanding  light 
rail  service  throughout  the  city  in  order  to  clear  our  streets  of 
traffic  and  clean  our  skies  of  pollution.   I  strongly  urge  the 
siibcommittee  to  include  $1.5  million  in  the  Transportation 
Appropriations  legislation  so  that  Sacramento  can  move  forward  on 
this  vital  extension  project. 

Second,  I  would  draw  to  your  attention  Sacramento's 
innovative  electric  trolley  program.   Last  year,  this 
subcommittee  saw  fit  to  appropriate  $7  million  to  begin  this 
program,  which  is  a  joint,  $60  million  effort  with  the  Sacreunento 
Municipal  Utility  District  (SMUD)  and  the  Sacramento  Regional 
Transit  (RT) .   The  trolley  program  will  electrify  28  miles  of 
routes  on  which  32  buses  will  operate  with  zero  emissions,  far 
superior  to  existing  dlesel  buses  and  superior  even  to  compressed 
natural  gas  buses.   The  total  project  cost  of  this  project  Is 
estimated  at  $60  million,  of  which  the  federal  share  will 
constitute  $48  million.   Sacramento  seeks  $41  million  for  Fiscal 
Year  1994  for  the  electric  trolley  bus  project. 

Joining  light  rail,  the  electric  trolley  bus  program  will 
constitute  a  key  element  in  our  effort  to  electrify  our  transit 
system  in  Sacramento.   In  addition  to  reducing  congestion  and 
associated  air  pollution  from  vehicles,  the  electric  trolley  bus 
progreun  has  developed  several  features  which  make  it  vinique  and 
of  national  significance. 

Securing  full  funding  in  FY  1994  would  allow  Sacramento  to 
participate  in  a  joint  procurement  project  Including  several 
other  transit  properties  located  throughout  the  United  States. 
For  this  joint  procurement  to  succeed,  all  the  participating 
jurisdictions  must  make  firm  commitments  to  the  program  in  the 
near  future.   Thus,  it  is  crucial  that  Sacramento  receive  full 
funding  in  FY  1994  so  we  might  take  part  in  this  joint 
procurement  project. 

Also,  Sacreunento  is  a  participant  in  the  Federal  Transit 
Administration's  national  "turnkey  competition,"  an  experiment 
authorized  by  ISTEA  and  Intended  to  develop  more  efficient 
administrative  models  for  project  implementation.   The  transit 
agencies  ultimately  selected  for  participation  in  this  progreun 
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will  be  allowed  to  submit  the  entirety  of  their  programs  for  bid 
to  potential  contractors,  ifho  would  take  care  of  all  the  details 
of  project  implementation,  easing  the  surges  in  work  demand  on 
the  transit  jurisdictions.   In  order  to  submit  its  progreun  to 
contractors  for  their  most  efficient  turnkey  bids,  Sacramento 
would  be  best  positioned  with  full  federal  funding  in  hand  for  FY 
1994. 

The  trolley  project  also  provides  an  opportunity  to 
demonstrate  how  air  emission  credits  can  work.   SHUD  has  agreed 
to  participate  in  a  pilot  program  to  purchase  the  mobile  source 
emission  reductions  resulting  from  the  electric  trolley  progreun. 
The  emission  reduction  credits  would  be  applied  as  offsets 
against  new  stationary  source  emissions  in  the  Sacrzunento  non- 
attainment  area.   This  pilot  program  will  help  chart  the  path  for 
future  use  of  the  air  emission  credit  mechemism,  and  full  funding 
for  the  electric  trolley  bus  program  will  help  ensure  the  success 
of  the  pilot  program. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  again  thank  you  for  allowing  me  the 
opportunity  to  outline  Sacramento's  outstanding  transportation 
projects.   I  believe  these  two  projects  are  economically 
efficient,  environmentally  sovuid,  and  represent  the  cutting-edge 
of  public  transportation  technology.   They  are  vital  to 
Sacramento's  future  and  deserve  this  subcommittee's  full  support. 
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SACRAMEHTO  LIGHT  SAIL  SOOTH  CORRIDOR  BZPAM8IOM 

SACRAMEMTO  BLECTRIC  TROLLEY  BUB 

APPROPRIATIOH8  REQ0B8T  -  FISCAL  YEAR  1994 


1.  Saoraaento  Light  Rail  south  corridor  Expansion. 


Total  project  cost: 
Federal  share: 

FY  1993 
FY  1994 

FY  1995 

FY  1996 

FY  1997-99 

Local  share 


$303.1  million 
$;342.5  million 

$1  million 
$1.5  million 

(alts  analysis) 
$8  million 
(prelim  eng) 
$16  million 
(final  design) 
$72  million 
(construction) 

$60.62  million 


2.  Saoraaento  Electric  Trolley  Bus. 

Total  project  cost: 
Federal  funds : 

FY  1993  appropriation 
FY  1994  request 


$60  million 
$48  million 


$7  million 
$41  Billion 


Local  share 


$12  million 
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SACRAMENTO  LIGHT  RAIL 


FAhibil  A  — Long  R;iiigc  Rail  DcNclnpimiit  Plan 
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SACRAMENTO  ELECTRIC  TROLLEY  BUSES 


SUMMARY 


Sacramento's  two  publicly-owned  and  operated  utilities,  the  Sacramento  Regional  Transit  District 
(RT),  and  the  Sacramento  Munic^al  UtOity  District  (SMUD),  are  proposing  to  electrify  four 
major  urban  bus  routes  using  state-of-the-art  trolley  bus  technology.  Trolley  bus  replacement  of 
motor  bus  operation  on  "J"  Street,  Broadway,  Stockton  Boulevard  and  Freqwrt  Boulevard 
would  have  important  benefits  in  the  areas  of  air  quality,  operating  cost,  operational  characteris- 
tics and  community  impacts.  The  proposed  "starter  system"  would  be  fully  integrated  into  the 
region's  bus  and  light  rail  netwodc,  and  be  expected  to  cany  {proximately  12,000  passengers  per 
day.  Consisting  of  28  route  miles  and  32  buses,  the  total  system  cost  would  be  an  estimated 
$60.65  million,  funded  by  federal,  state.  SMUD  md  RT  sources. 


Proposad 
Sacramento 
Bactric  Itallay 
BuaStartar 
Syatam 


Guau 


South  Araa 
UghtRail 
Ammatlvas 
Analyala 


Sacramento  Electric  IVoney  Bu  Project 
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Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you  very  much,  Congressman  Matsui.  We  will 
be  looking  at  this  very  carefully. 

I  have  a  couple  of  questions  based  on  the  criteria  we  have  had  in 
the  past. 

Does  Sacremiento  have  a  dedicated  source  of  local  operating  reve- 
nue? 

Mr.  Matsui.  Yes,  we  do.  I  believe  we  have  a  .5  percent  sales  tax 
that  is  committed  to  transportation  needs  of  our  community.  We 
had  to  do  this  in  order  to  comply  with  Proposition  13,  which  re- 
quires a  two-thirds  vote  for  any  kind  of  additional  projects. 

Mr.  Carr.  The  Federal  share  appears  to  be  about  80  percent. 

Mr.  Matsui.  That's  correct. 

Mr.  Carr.  Is  there  any  way  that  you  could  think  that  Sacramen- 
to could  increase  the  local  match? 

Mr.  Matsui.  I  think  it  is  an  item  that  the  city  and  county  and 
the  Sacramento  Municipal  Utility  District  certainly  would  discuss 
and  enter  into  negotiations  with.  I  heard  your  statement  to  the 
previous  panel,  and  I  do  agree  that  there  has  to  be  a  reevaluation 
as  to  how  Federal  money  should  be  spent,  particularly  in  the  high- 
way and  transportation  areas.  I  share  your  vision  and  your  concern 
there.  I  am  pleased  that  you  are  looking  at  these  things  from  a  na- 
tional perspective.  That  is  certainly  something  that  we  would  be 
happy  to  work  with  you  on. 

Mr.  Carr.  We  don't  want  to  be  accused  of  changing  the  rules  of 
the  game  in  midstream.  Of  course,  the  authorization  committee  has 
its  target — 80/20  matches.  This  committee,  for  many  years,  the 
past  10  years,  has  encouraged  people  to  overmatch.  We  may — and 
this  may  be  one  of  the  developments  as  a  result  of  our  study  of  in- 
vestment criteria — we  may  be  trying  to  put  a  ratio  between  a  local 
match  and  expected  ridership  and  ridership  forecasts  such  that 
communities  that  are  coming  before  us  with  low  expectations  in 
terms  of  ridership  would  be  required  to  have  a  higher  local  match 
for  discretionary  dollars  so  that  we  can  reduce  the  risk  to  the  Fed- 
eral taxpayer  and  shift  more  of  the  risk  to  the  locals. 

It  is  always  easy  to  build  the  system  on  somebody  else's  dollar. 
One  of  the  things  we  want  to  do  is  try  to  develop  some  criteria  that 
will  be  fair.  We  will  have  to  look  very  carefully  at  what  your  stud- 
ies develop  in  terms  of  ridership  forecasts. 

We  are  also  struggling,  I  might  say,  with  the  notion  of  forecast- 
ing. We  find  that  in  the  first  few  years  of  a  project  the  ridership 
forecasts  are  almost  totally  emotional.  And  then  after  people  get 
into  it  and  really  begin  to  study  it — we  see  ridership  forecasts 
always  coming  down.  We  never  see  them  going  up.  It  leads  us  to 
believe  that  maybe  we  should  be  a  little  tougher  at  the  front  end  so 
that  we  make  more  careful  decisions. 

How  many  miles  is  this? 

Mr.  Matsui.  This  light  rail  project  I  believe  is  12  miles  and  the 
electric  trolley  is  28  miles.  I  think  I  have  that  right. 

Mr.  Carr.  The  electric  trolley  is  like  a  downtown  circulator-type 
of  trolley? 

Mr.  Matsui.  That's  correct.  We  would  have  a  zero  emission  situa- 
tion with  the  electric  trolley. 

Mr.  Carr.  Is  the  light  rail  planned  at  grade? 

Mr.  Matsui.  Yes,  it  is. 
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Mr.  Carr.  The  circulator  is  28  miles. 

It  has  been  a  long  time  since  I  have  been  in  Sacramento,  and  I 
think  I  was  there  only — I  flew  over  it  and  landed  at  a  place  called 
the  Nut  Tree  Restaurant. 

I  don't  have  a  familiarization  of  the  topography  of  Sacramento. 
Is  it  all  largely  in  a  flat  area? 

Mr.  Matsui.  It  is  essentially  a  flat  area.  It  is  an  area  that  is  ap- 
proximately 100  square  miles,  and  it  has  rather  spread  out  over  the 
years.  We  have  a  core  downtown  area  and  a  huge  suburban  area, 
and  then  after  that  it  is  all  agricultural  land  around  it. 

We  are  about  40  miles  from  the  Nut  Tree,  and  that  is  about  60 
miles  from  San  Francisco. 

Mr.  Carr.  Is  IVHS  in  the  planning  of  the  Sacramento  area? 

Mr.  Matsui.  We  do  not  have  IVHS  currently  in  the  highway 
system. 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Wolf? 

Mr.  Wolf.  How  much  money  are  you  requesting  this  year? 

Mr.  Matsui.  For  the  light  rail  project,  $303  million,  of  which 
$242  million  would  be  the  Federal  share  at  this  time.  Of  course, 
that  would  change  if  your  ratios  change.  At  this  time,  it  is  $1.5  mil- 
lion for  additional  design  work  and  studies.  The  electric  trolley 
would  be  for  $41  million  for  fiscal  year  1994.  That  is  a  total  project 
cost  of  $60  million.  The  local  share  would  be  $12  million  of  that. 

Mr.  Wolf.  So  as  of  now  it  is  for  non-construction  purposes? 

Mr.  Matsui.  The  electric  trolley  would  be  mainly  for  putting  in 
the  lines,  but  also  for  the  purchase  of  the  32  trolley  cars. 

Mr.  Wolf.  In  fiscal  year  1993,  what  is  the  total  amount  of  Feder- 
al funds  that  the  group  received? 

Mr.  Matsui.  For  the  electric  trolley,  I  believe  we  received  $7  mil- 
lion, and  for  the  light  rail  project  it  was  $1  million. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Thank  you. 

I  have  no  further  questions,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you  for  being  here.  As  I  said  to  the  other 
group,  we  are  going  to  be  developing  some  other  criteria  and  we 
may  want  to  consult  with  you  and  your  transit  association  to  get 
some  updated  information  on  the  basis  of  the  new  criteria. 

Mr.  Matsui.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

And  I  would  extend  an  invitation  and  would  welcome  a  visit  by 
you  and  other  members  of  the  subcommittee  to  Sacramento.  We 
are  surrounded  by  wine  country  and  would  love  to  have  you  visit 
with  our  community. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you  very  much. 


Tuesday,  March  23,  1993. 
OREGON  TRANSPORTATION  COMMISSION 

WITNESSES 

HON.  RON  WYDEN,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE 
OF  OREGON 

BARBARA  ROBERTS,  GOVERNOR,  OREGON 

MIKE  HOLLERN,  CHAIR,  OREGON  TRANSPORTATION  COMMISSION 
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Mr.  Carr.  Our  next  witness  is  my  good  friend,  Congressman  Ron 
Wyden.  I  would  invite  you  to  come  and  make  the  introductions. 

Mr.  Wyden.  Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you  very  much.  Knowing  of 
your  fondness  for  long  Member  speeches,  I  am  not  going  to  give  a 
filibuster  here  today  and  will  be  very  brief. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Wyden.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  very  pleeised  that  you  have 
brought  a  fresh  approach  to  meeting  transportation  needs  in  this 
country.  It  seems  to  me  that  what  you  are  showing  is  that  you  can 
be  tight-fisted  with  the  taxpayer  dollar  and  at  the  same  time  do  a 
first-rate  job  about  going  after  the  enormous  challenge  we  have  for 
infrastructure. 

I  think  it  would  be  fair  to  say  that  our  governor — my  good  per- 
sonal friend,  Barbara  Roberts — shares  many  of  your  concerns.  She 
has  been  creative,  thoughtful,  and  inventive  in  working  on  our 
transportation  issues.  I  think  you  are  going  to  hear  shortly  that 
she  feels  very  strongly  about  these  questions. 

I  just  wanted  to  tell  you  that  we  appreciate  the  chance  to  have 
her  and  to  have  her  appear  personally.  I  have  known  her  for  more 
than  15  years.  She  is  a  good  personal  friend.  She  is  accompanied 
today  by  Mike  HoUern  who  chairs  our  State  Transportation  Com- 
mission. 

I  thank  you  for  the  courtesy  of  allowing  me  to  introduce  our  gov- 
ernor, Barbara  Roberts. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you. 

It  is  nice  to  see  you  again.  Governor  and  Mr.  HoUern.  We  had  a 
nice  opportunity  yesterday  to  have  a  chat  about  a  variety  of  thingsr- 
I  look  forward  to  your  testimony.  If  you  would  like  to  submit  some- 
thing for  the  record,  we  will  include  it  in  its  entirety  and  you 
might  want  to  just  summarize  your  points. 

Governor  Roberts.  I  will  try  to  do  that.  We  did  submit  some- 
thing earlier.  I  will  try  to  make  this  brief. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  subcommittee,  for  the  record 
I  am  Barbara  Roberts,  Governor  of  the  State  of  Oregon.  I  am  here 
to  speak  to  you,  as  you  might  well  imagine,  about  transportation 
projects  that  are  critical  to  my  State. 

This  year  in  Oregon  we  are  celebrating  our  150th  anniversary  of 
the  Oregon  Trail,  so  we  consider  that  likely  this  Nation's  first 
heavily  travelled  cross-country  route.  Although  the  Oregon  Trail  is 
now  obviously  a  series  of  modern  interstate  highways,  we  have 
tried  to  keep  that  blazing  new  trail  attitude  in  Oregon  as  we  have 
made  decisions  about  transportation  and  other  issues  over  the 
years. 

Our  belief  in  that  kind  of  attitude  caused  the  shared  cost  respon- 
sibility that  made  Oregon  the  first  State  in  the  Nation  to  dedicate 
gasoline  tax  and  truck  weight-mile  tax  to  build  highways,  roads, 
and  bridges  in  the  State.  Oregon  also  pioneered  this  country's  first 
comprehensive  land  use  system.  Today  we  actively  coordinate  our 
land  use  system  with  our  strong  air  quality  program  and  broad- 
based  transportation  planning. 

So  we  are  very  proud  that  our  Oregon  transportation  plan  was 
just  awarded  the  Professional  Achievement  in  Planning  Award  by 
the  American  Planning  Association. 
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In  that  comprehensive  plan,  in  addition  to  the  other  things  I 
have  mentioned,  we  have  those  commitments  that  are  most  major, 
and  that  is  the  transportation  goal  of  reducing  urban  congestion 
and  improve  rural  access  in  our  State. 

Today,  as  a  major  population  increase  impacts  all  of  the  western 
part  of  this  country,  I  believe  we  have  an  opportunity  to  learn  from 
the  experiences  of  other  parts  of  this  country.  We  expect  an  addi- 
tional 1  million  people  living  in  Oregon  by  the  year  2012,  so  that  is 
approximately  a  35  percent  increase  in  less  than  20  years.  So  we 
are  trying  to  answer  a  major  part  of  that  growth  challenge  through 
our  recently  adopted  Oregon  transportation  plan. 

It  clearly  meets  the  ISTEA  requirements  of  planning  for  and  de- 
veloping Oregon's  entire  transportation  system;  it  relies  on  flexibil- 
ity of  developing  public  transit  and  high  speed  rail,  on  airports, 
and  on  ports,  and  of  course  the  mainstay  of  our  highways,  which  is 
the  roads  and  streets  that  provide  the  State  with  its  safe  and  effi- 
cient travel. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  respectfully  request  that  Oregon  be  al- 
lowed to  submit  our  Oregon  transportation  plan  to  be  entered  into 
the  record  of  this  committee. 

Mr.  Carr.  Without  objection,  your  prepared  document  will 
appear  in  the  record. 

Governor  Roberts.  We  hope  that  it  serves  not  only  as  a  demon- 
stration of  Oregon's  innovative  transportation  planning,  but  hope- 
fully a  model  worthy  of  replication  in  some  other  States  of  this 
Nation. 

But  in  order  to  make  that  plan  work,  obviously  we  need  to  con- 
tinue that  partnership  between  the  Federal  Government  and  our 
State  government.  So  I  would  like  to  mention  four  major  projects 
that  we  would  like  to  submit  for  the  committee's  attention  today. 

One  relates  to  the  full  funding  agreement  that  was  signed  last 
September  to  provide  $550  million  in  section  3  funds  for  Portland's 
west  side  corridor  transportation  project,  which  very  wisely — I  be- 
lieve— combines  both  highway  and  light  rail  improvement.  We  ask 
you  to  continue  your  commitment  to  that  project  with  $145  million 
in  section  3  funds  in  fiscal  year  1994  so  that  we  can  stay  on  the 
construction  schedule  we  have  begun  on  that  project. 

The  second  item  I  wish  to  mention  is  a  $45  million  I-4R  appro- 
priation that  will  begin  to  eliminate  a  very  frustrating  bottleneck 
which  is  9  miles  long  and  includes  3  interchanges  and  runs  on 
Interstate  5  through  our  capitol  city  of  Salem.  That  stretch  of  free- 
way was  built  in  the  1950s  and  it  literally  cannot  safely  handle 
today's  traffic  and  needs  to  be  rebuilt  for  both  auto  and  commercial 
traffic  in  that  area. 

We  are  also  seeking  a  $45  million  appropriation  to  begin  develop- 
ing Oregon's  portion  of  the  high  speed  corridor  from  Eugene, 
Oregon  to  Vancouver,  British  Columbia.  And  as  you  well  know, 
through  our  discussion  yesterday,  this  was  designated  by  the  Feder- 
al Railroad  Administration  £is  one  of  the  five  corridors  nationwide. 

I  believe  strongly  enough  that  this  project  matters  in  our  State — 
and  particularly  as  we  look  at  the  changes  that  may  be  occurring 
in  Canada  and  Mexico  and  with  international  trade  from  Japan 
and  Asia — that  these  State  funds  are  important  that  we  not  only 
submit  them  as  well  as  asking  for  them.  I  have  $11.5  million  in  a 
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very  tight  State  budget  to  try  to  meet  our  portion  of  that  obliga- 
tion. This  is  both  a  passenger  and  freight  rail  opportunity  in  terms 
of  not  only  speed  but  efficiency  in  both  of  those  areas. 

We  are  also  asking  for  $4  million  in  fiscal  year  1994  to  help  safe- 
guard a  unique  national  treasure.  That  allocation  would  continue 
to  fund  an  existing  three-State  cooperative  plan  which  develops 
800  miles  of  U.S.  101,  the  Pacific  Coast  Highway,  from  Eureka, 
California  to  Olympia,  Washington. 

I  want  to  mention  very  briefly  as  I  close  four  other  projects  that 
are  smaller  but  important: 

Improve  the  safety  and  operations  of  the  Aurora  State  Airport. 
This  is  a  $5  million  allocation  request  for  instrument  landing  sys- 
tems and  control  tower  in  an  airport  that  is  growing  in  use  con- 
stantly. 

Provide  $5.2  million  for  phase  2  of  a  continuing  project  to  im- 
prove access  to  the  forest  lands  along  the  North  Umpqua  River,  a 
critical  road  system  in  terms  of  our  forest  industry. 

And  also  buy  buses  and  build  passenger  transfer  sites  for  the 
Salem  and  Eugene  transit  districts. 

And  finally,  provide  $2.25  million  to  implement  transportation 
land  use  planning  in  small  Oregon  communities. 

I  want  to  be  clear  with  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  with  your  com- 
mittee members  that  I  am  well  aware  of  the  budget  and  deficit 
pressures  that  this  Congress  faces,  but  Oregon  is  highly  committed 
to  do  our  part  in  this  process.  We  have  raised  our  State  gas  tax 
from  8  cents  in  1982  to  24  cents  today,  and  there  is  a  current  pro- 
posal in  the  Legislature  to  raise  the  Oregon  dedicated  gas  tax  4 
cents  per  year  for  the  next  4  years. 

I  think  that  reflects  Oregon's  very  strong  belief  in  the  invest- 
ment in  transportation,  and  that  being  the  wrong  place  to  make 
cuts  both  at  the  State  and  Federal  level.  We  believe  it  is  an  invest- 
ment that  creates  jobs,  stimulates  the  economy,  and  clearly  lays  a 
foundation  for  the  future.  Oregon  is  committed  to  building  that 
foundation.  I  think  our  gas  tax  commitment  is  one  of  those  repre- 
sentations of  that  commitment. 

I  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  testify,  Mr.  Chairman.  Both 
Mr.  Hollern,  Congressman  Wyden,  and  I  are  prepared  to  answer 
any  questions  you  might  have  on  these  proposals. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Gov.  Roberts  and  the  summary  of  the 
Oregon  Transportation  Plan  follow:] 

[Clerk's  note. — The  Oregon  Transportation  Plan  is  retained  in 
the  Subcommittee's  files.] 
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This  year,  Oregon  celebrates  the  150th  anniversary  of  ihe  famous  Oregon  Trail  ~  likely 
our  nation's  first  heavily-traveled  cross-country  route. 

And  although  the  Oregon  Trail  has  long-since  been  replaced  by  modern  interstate 
highways,  we've  kept  our  commitment  to  blazing  new  trails. 

For  instance,  our  belief  in  shared  cost  responsibflity  caused  Oregon  to  become  the  ' 
first  state  to  use  dedicated  gasoline  taxes  and  taick  weight-mile  taxes  to  build 
highways,  roads  and  bridges. 

And  Oregon  pioneered  this  country's  first  comprehensive  land  use  system.  Today  we 
actively  coordinate  our  land  use  system  vwth  our  strong  air  quality  program,  our  state 
housing  commitment,  and  broad-based  transportation  planning.  We  are  very  proud 
that  our  landmark  Oregon  Transportation  Plan  was  just  awarded  the  Professional 
Achievement  In  Planning  award  by  the  American  Planning  Association,  Oregon 
Chapter.  Witiiin  Oregon's  comprehensive  planning,  our  state  remains  committed  to 
our  two  major  transportation  goals:  reducing  urban  congestion  and  improving  rural 
access. 

Today,  as  major  population  increases  impact  tiie  western  part  of  this  nation,  we  have 
an  opportunity  to  learn  from  the  experiences  of  otiier  parts  of  our  county.  An 
additional  1  million  people  will  be  living  in  Oregon  by  the  year  2012.  That's  about  a  35 
percent  population  increase  in  less  tiian  20  years.  We  are  answering  a  major  part  of 
that  growth  diallenge  through  our  recentiy  adopted  Oregon  Transportation  Plan.  The 
plan  provides  Oregon's  long-range  transportation  vision,  and  was  completed  a  short 
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nine  months  after  Congress  approved  IS7EA.  tt  meets  the  ISTEA  requirements  of 
planning  for  and  developing  Oregon's  entire  transportation  system,  it  relies  on  the 
flexibility  of  developing  public  transit,  hiigh-speed  rail,  freight  rail,  airports  and  ports. 
And  it,  of  course,  reinforces  our  mainstay  system  of  highways,  roads  and  streets  to 
provide  safe  and  effiderrt  travel. 

The  vision  that  Congress  showed  in  ISTEA  is  dearly  reflected  In  the  Oregon 
Transportation  Plan.  It  will  meet  our  mutual  goal:  to  develop  a  safe,  eflident  and 
modem  transportation  system  that  stimulates  economic  growth,  reDes  on  sound 
transportation  land  use  planning  and  protects  our  environment  by  improving  air 
quality.  Mr.  Chainman,  I  respectfully  request  that  the  Oregon  Transportation  Plan  be 
entered  into  the  record.  We  hope  it  serves  not  only  as  a  demonstration  of  Oregon's 
innovative  transportation  planning,  but  also  as  a  model  wortiiy  of  replication  ai  otiier 
states. 

But  in  order  to  make  the  Oregon  Transportation  Plan  a  reaWy  through  ISTEA,  we  need 
your  continued  partnership  in  investing  in  the  following  projects: 

■  A'full-funding  agreement,  was  signed  last  September  to  provide  $515  million  in 
Section  3  funds  for  Portland's  westside  corridor  transportation  project,  which  wisely 
combines  highway  and  light  rail  improvements.  We  ask  you  to  continue  your 
commitment  to  this  project  by  appropriating  $145  million  In  Section  3  funds  for  tfecal 
year  1994  so  we  can  stay  on  our  construction  schedule. 

■  With  a  $46  minion  I-4R  appropriation,  we  can  begin  to  eliminate  a  frustrating 
bottieneck  on  nines  miles  and  tiiree  Interchar^gesof  Interstate  5  through  our  capital, 
city  of  Salem.  This  stretch  of  interstate  was  built  in  tiie  1950s,  and  cannot  safely 
handle  today's  trafRc.  It  must  be  rebuilt  now  to  handle  traffic  that  will  double  in  the  next 
25  years. 

■  We  also  need  a  $45  million  appropriation  to  begin  developing  Oregon's  portion  of 
the  high-speed  rail  corridor  from  Eugene.  Oregon  to  Vancouver,  B.C.,  designated  by 
the  Federal  Railroad  Administration  as  one  of  only  five  conidors  nationwide.  I  beieve 
so  sti-ongly  in  ttiis  project  that  I  have  asked  the  Oregon  Legislature  to  provide  $1 1 .5 
million  in  state  funds  for  ttiis  high-speed  raO  plaa  Oregon's  kicremental  approach  w3l 
improve  existing  rails,  feciTrties  and  servrce  to  boost  train  speeds,  eventuafly  up  to  125 
mph.  The  same  improvements  also  wiD  t>oost  fraght  rail  speeds  and  effidency.  With 
this  appropriation,  we  can  start  working  to  make  high-speed  rail  a  reality  in  Oregon  by 
the  year  2000. 

■  We  are  asking  for  $4  mOIion  in  1994  to  help  safeguard  a  unk:|ue  national  b-easure. 
That  allocation  wouki  continue  to  fund  an  e)dsting  three-state  effort  to  plan  for 
developing  800  miles  of  US  101,  tine  Pacific  Coast  hfighway,  from  Eureka,  CaOfbmiaito 
Olympia.  Washington  as  a  national  Tri-State  Pacffic  Coast  Scenic  Byway." 
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■  Rnally,  we  want  to  continue  our  cooperative  partnership  with  the  federal  govenrvnent 
on  these  other  important  projects: 

■  To  i3uy  buses  and  build  passenger  transfer  sites  for  the  Saiem  and  Eugene 
transit  districts  for  $9.3  million; 

■  To  mnprove  safety  and  operations  at  Aurora  State  Airport  through  a  $5  million 
allocation  for  an  instrument  landfng  system  and  control  tower; 

■  To  provide  $5.2  million  for  phase  two  of  a  continuing  project  to  improve 
access  to  forest  lands  along  the  North  Umpqua  River;  and  finally, 

■  To  provide  $2,25  million  to  implement  transportation  land  use  planning  in 
small  Oregon  communities. 

Mr.  Chairman,  members  of  the  committee.  I  urge  you  to  continue  our  strong  federal- 
state  partnership  by  providing  the  necessary  appropriation  for  these  critical  projects. 

I  am  well  aware  of  and  understand  the  budget  and  deficit  pressures  this  committee 
faces.  Oregon,  in  good  times  or  bad,  has  always  been  committed  to  providing  the- 
necessary  state  matching  funds  for  projects  such  as  the  critical  transportation 
investments  I've  outlined  here  today.  It  isegan  in  1919,  when  we  had  the  first  highway 
gas  tax  in  the  nation.  In  modem  times,  we've  raised  state  gas  taxes  from  8  cents  in 
1982  to  24  cents  today,  with  a  current  proposal  in  our  Legislature  to  raise  Oregon  gas 
taxes  4  cents  per  year  for  the  next  four  years. 

Oregon  believes  the  investment  in  transportation  is  the  wrong  place  to  make  cuts.  If  s 
an  investment  that  creates  jobs,  stimulates  our  economy,  and  lays  a  foundation  for  the 
future.  Oregon  Is  committed  to  our  corrtinued  partnership  in  building  that  foundation. 

I  thank  you  for  the  oppxjrtunity  to  testify,  and  Mr.  Hollem  and  I  are  prepared  to  answer 
any  questions  you  might  have. 
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OREGON  TRANSPORTATION  PLAN 


Adopted  by  the  Oregon  Transportation  Commission 
September  15, 1992 


SUMMARY 


OREGON  DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 
STRATEGIC  PLANNING  SECTION 
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The  Oregon  Transportation  Plan  (OTP)  is  intended  to  meet  the 
requirements  of  ORS  184.618(1): 

As  its  primary  duty,  the  [Transportation]  Commission  shall  develop 
and  maintain  a  state  transportation  policy  and  a  comprehensive, 
long-range  plan  for  a  multimodal  transportation  system  for  the  state 
which  encompasses  economic  efficiency,  orderly  economic  develop- 
ment, safety  and  environmental  quality  The  plan  shall  include,  but 
not  be  limited  to  aviation,  highways,  mass  transit,  pipelines,  ports, 
rails  and  waterways.  The  plan  shall  be  used  by  all  agencies  and 
officers  to  guide  and  coordinate  transportation  activities  and  to 
ensure  transportation  planning  utilizes  the  potential  of  all  existing 
and  developing  modes  of  transportation. 

The  OTP  also  meets  the  requirements  of  the  State  Agency 
Coordination  Program  and  the  Land  Conservation  and  Development 
Commission  (LCDC)  Goal  12:  Transportation  Planning  Rule  regarding 
the  system  plan.  It  carries  out  the  federal  Intermodai  Surface 
Transportation  Efficiency  Act  requirements  for  a  state  transportation 
plan. 

The  first  part  of  the  plan,  the  Policy  Element,  defines  goals,  policies 
and  actions  for  the  state  over  the  next  40  years.  It  gives  direction  to  the 
coordination  of  transportation  modes;  the  relationship  of  transportation 
to  land  use,  economic  development,  the  environment  and  energy  use; 
the  coordination  of  transportation  with  federal,  state,  regional  and  local 
plans;  transportation  financing;  transportation  safety  and  related  mat- 
ters. 

The  System  Element,  the  second  part,  identifies  a  coordinated  multi- 
modal transportation  system,  a  network  of  facilities  and  services  for  air, 
rail,  highways,  public  transit,  pipeline,  waterways,  marine  transporta- 
tion, bikeways  and  other  modes  to  be  developed  over  the  next  20 
years  in  order  to  implement  the  goals  and  policies  of  the  plan.  The 
System  Element  includes  an  inventory  of  existing  facilities  and  services, 
a  base  forecast  of  transportation  demands,  identification  of  corridors 
and  transportation  facilities  of  statewide  significance,  a  description  of 
minimum  levels  of  service,  and  an  implementation  strategy.  This  docu- 
ment summarizes  the  data  that  form  the  basis  of  the  System  Element; 
the  Multimodal  System  Element  Technical  Report  contains  the  basic 
data. 

Five  advisory  committees  involving  over  70  citizens  participated  in 
developing  the  goals  and  policies.  The  public  reviewed  this  Policy 
Element  in  November  and  December  1991  The  OTP  Steering 
Committee,  made  up  of  members  of  the  Oregon  Transportation 
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Commission,  state  legislators  and  representatives  of  local  govern- 
ments, has  guided  the  development  of  the  System  Element.  After 
examining  four  alternative  approaches  to  providing  transfxsrtation 
facilities  and  .services,  the  committee  chose  a  preferred  .system.  The 
committee  distributed  a  draft  of  the  System  Element  for  public 
review  in  late  spring  1992.  This  review  included  23  public  meetings 
throughout  the  state,  meetings  with  local  governments  and  business 
and  civic  organizations  and  written  testimony. 

The  Oregon  Transportation  Commission  held  a  public  hearing  on 
August  25  in  Bend,  and,  at  its  September  15,  1992  meeting,  adopted 
the  OTP.  including  both  the  Policy  and  System  Elements.  Changes  in 
transportation  policies,  financing  and  other  legislation  required  for 
implementation  of  the  plan  will  be  introduced  to  the  1993 
Legislature. 
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INTRODUCTION 


Oregon's  transp>ortation  system  continues  to  be  crucial  to  the  state's 
livability  and  development.  Opportunities  and  challenges  facing  the 
state  require  a  strong  and  efficient  transportation  system  to  serve  the 
needs  of  commerce  and  (personal  mobility. 

Oregon's  population  is  expected  to  grow  faster  than  the  nation's  for 
most  of  the  next  40  years.  According  to  forecasts  by  the  Oregon 
Department  of  Transfxjrtation  (ODOT),  Oregon's  population  is  pro- 
jected to  increase  from  2.8  million  in  1990  to  3.8  million  in  2012. 
After  that,  Oregon's  growth  rate  will  slow,  reflecting  national  trends. 
Most  of  this  growth  is  projected  to  take  place  in  the  Willamette 
Valley,  esjiecially  in  its  suburban  areas;  the  Valley's  population  densi- 
ties will  approach  those  of  more  urban  states. 

At  the  same  time,  growth  p)ockets  on  the  coast  and  in  central  and 
southern  Oregon,  especially  in  the  Medford  metropolitan  area,  will 
lead  growth  outside  of  the  Willamette  Valley.  The  population  in  east- 
em  Oregon  will  also  increase. 

Increased  demands  for  transportation  services  will  be  most  prevalent 
in  the  fastest  growing  areas  of  the  state.  These  areas  will  be  con- 
cerned with  air  quality  and  energy  conservation.  New  forms  of  land 
development  will  be  required  to  avoid  the  type  of  urban  sprawl  that 
has  reduced  the  livability  of  many  American  cities  and  limited 
opportunities  for  public  transit)  bicycling  and  walking. 

As  the  state's  economy  develops  more  diversity,  high-value  manufac- 
turing and  services  will  be  important  industries  along  with  wood 
products,  agriculture  and  tourism.  Links  to  international  and  national 
markets  must  be  developed  and  improved  in  order  to  take  advan- 
tage of  the  new  economic  trends. 

Rural  areas  will  increasingly  need  access  to  services  and  markets. 
Links  between  rural  and  urban  areas  must  be  maintained  and 
enhanced  in  order  to  serve  both  areas  and  the  economy  of  regions 
outside  the  Willamette  Valley. 

New  technology  should  help  make  travel  more  efficient. 
Intelligent  Vehicle  Highway  Systems  (IVHS)  will  allow  traffic  to 
flow  more  efficiendy,  while  high-speed  rail  offers  the  potential  to 
divert  trips  from  air.  But  the  state  also  needs  to  improve  linkages 
between  transportation  and  land  use  so  that  each  supports  the 
other. 
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In  anticipation  of  these  challenges,  Oregonians  have  set  bold  new 
directions  for  the  state's  future  transportation  system  through  the 
Oregon  Benchmarks,  the  Land  Conservation  and  Development 
Commission's  (LCDC)  Transportation  Planning  Rule,  and  the  goals 
and  policies  developed  in  the  Oregon  Transportation  Plan's  (OTP) 
Polic-y  Element.  These  form  the  basis  for  the  System  Element. 


THE  GOALS  OF 

THE  OREGON  TRANSPORTATION  PLAN 

The  purpose  of  the  Oregon  Transportation  Plan  is  to  guide  the  development  of  a  safe, 
convenient  and  efficient  transportation  system  which  promotes  economic  prosperity  and 
livability  for  all  Oregonians. 

The  Transportation  Commission  drafted  this  purpose  statement  dur- 
ing development  of  the  Policy  Element  of  the  Transportation  Plan. 
The  Policy  Element  establishes  four  goals  for  Oregon's  future  trans- 
portation system. 


Goal  1  -  Characteristics  of  the  System 

To  enhance  Oregon's  comparative  economic  advantage  and  quality  of  life  by  the 
provision  of  a  transf>ortation  system  with  the  following  characteristics: 

•  Balance 

•  Efficiency 

•  Accessibility 

•  Environmental  Responsibility 

•  Connectivity  among  Places 

•  Connectivity  among  Modes  and  Carriers 

•  Safety 

•  Financial  Stability 

The  transportation  system  must  be  designed  and  developed  so  that 
people  have  transportation  choices  in  going  from  place  to  place.  In 
urban  areas  people  should  be  able  to  choose  to  commute,  for  exam- 
ple, by  carpool.  public  transit  or  bicycle  as  well  as  by  auto.  Freight 
shippers  need  competitive  services  to  hold  down  rates  and  encour- 
age innovation. 


Goal  2  -  Livability 
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The  system  must  be  efficient.  Transportation  agencies  need  to  make 
decisions  about  whether  to  add  lanes  to  freeways  or  to  build  light 
rail  lines  based  on  their  full  costs,  including  the  cost-s  to  the  environ- 
ment and  the  community.  User  charges,  such  as  gas  taxes  and  vehi- 
cle registration  fees,  must  reflect  the  co.st  of  reducing  air  pollution  in 
addition  to  road  construction  and  maintenance. 

Transportation  services  must  be  reliable  and  accessible  to  all  poten- 
tial users,  including  the  young,  the  elderly  and  the  disabled.  Public 
transportation  and  transportation  for  special  groups,  like  the  elderly, 
must  be  coordinated  to  provide  more  effective  service. 

The  system  must  be  environmentally  responsible.  Vehicle  emission 
standards  and  efforts  to  reduce  the  vehicle  miles  traveled  per  capita 
will  improve  air  quality  and  reduce  energy  consumption.  Routing 
plans  will  improve  the  transportation  safety  of  hazardous  materials. 

Statewide  transportation  corridors  must  provide  access  for  people 
and  goods  to  all  areas  of  the  state,  nation  and  the  world.  Travelers 
must  be  able  to  transfer  easily  from  public  transit  to  rail  or  plane. 
Freight  must  be  easily  shifted  from  truck  to  rail  to  ship  or  plane  to 
take  advantage  of  the  most  efficient  mode. 

Safety  standards  must  target  roadway  design  and  education  for  dri- 
vers of  all  types  of  vehicles  and  for  pedestrians.  Increased  law 
enforcement  is  needed  to  reduce  accidents  related  to  excessive 
speed,  alcohol  and  other  drug  use. 

The  transportation  system  mu.st  have  financial  stability.  Investments 
in  highways,  transit,  and  other  transportation  infrastnicture  must  be 
protected,  and  transportation  ser\'ices  must  be  reliable. 


To  develop  a  multimodal  transportation  system  that  provides  access  to  the  entire 
state,  supports  acknowledged  comprehensive  land  use  plans,  is  sensitive  to  regional 
differences,  and  supports  livability  in  urban  and  rural  areas. 


Oregon's  transportation  system  must  support  statewide  land  use 
goals  and  regional,  city  and  county  land  use  plans.  Transportation 
facilities  and  services  need  to  support  development  of  compact 
urban  areas.  Land  use  developments  need  to  be  designed  so  that 
people  can  live,  work  and  shop  in  the  same  area.  Walkways  and 
bikeways  should  make  walking  and  bicycling  safe  and  convenient, 
and  provide  access  to  public  transit.  Access  controls  on  intercity 
routes  should  be  used  to  reduce  congestion. 

The  state  must  define  and  assure  appropriate  minimum  levels  of 
transportation  service  to  provide  access  to  all  parts  of  the  state.  In 
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rural  communities,  bus  services  need  to  be  stimulated,  and  rural 
highways  and  bicycle  routes  need  to  be  improved  to  provide  safe 
travel.  Since  areas  of  Oregon  vary  greatly  in  their  needs,  transporta- 
tion solutions  need  to  be  tailored  to  specific  areas. 

Supports  for  environmental  quality  and  economic  development, 
including  scenic  vistas  and  aesthetic  values,  must  be  included  in  the 
design  and  improvement  of  transportation  corridors. 


I 


Goal  3  -  Economic  Development 


To  promote  the  expansion  and  diversity  of  Oregon's  economy  through  the  efficient 
and  effective  movement  of  goods,  services  and  passengers  in  a  safe,  energy  efficient 
and  environmentally  sound  manner. 


To  foster  economic  development,  people  and  goods  must  travel  by  the 
most  efficient  means  possible.  One  mode  must  be  connected  with  oth- 
ers through  intermodal  hubs  which  allow  goods  to  move  from  truck  to 
rail  to  ship  or  plane.  Passenger  terminals  must  be  developed  to  allow 
efficient  and  convenient  movement  of  people  between  modes. 

Adequate  facilities  for  rail  service,  air  freight  and  marine  transportation 
must  be  maintained.  Air  connections  need  to  link  all  parts  of  Oregon  to 
all  parts  of  the  nation  and  the  world.  Waterways  and  marine  ports  need 
to  increase  Oregon's  ability  to  compete  in  international  trade.  Since  the 
ports  on  the  Columbia  River  share  the  river  system,  the  state  needs  to 
maintain  strong  working  relationships  with  Washington  and  Idaho 
Columbia/Snake  River  communities. 


Goal  4  -  Implementation 


To  implement  the  Transportation  Plan  by  creating  a  stable  but  flexible  financing  sys- 
tem, by  using  good  management  practices,  by  supporting  transportation  research 
and  technology,  and  by  working  cooperatively  with  federal,  regional  and  local  gov- 
ernments, Indian  tribal  governments,  the  private  sector  and  citizens. 


Transportation  financing  must  be  both  stable  and  flexible.  The 
finance  system  must  provide  equity  among  alternative  transportation 
modes,  state,  regional  and  local  jurisdictions,  all  regions  of  the  state 
and  individuals  and  businesses. 

The  transportation  system  must  be  managed  so  that  steps  are  taken 
to  ease  the  demands  on  the  system  before  new  facilities  are  con- 
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structed.  For  highways  this  can  be  done  by  reducing  peak  period 
travel,  improving  the  traffic  flow  and  encouraging  the  use  of  transit, 
bicycling  and  walking.  In  the  future,  congestion  pricing  or  toll  sys- 
tems may  be  an  important  element  of  urban  freeway  management. 

The  state  will  support  the  development  of  innovative  management 
practices,  new  technologies  and  other  techniques  that  help  to  carry 
out  the  implementation  of  the  Transportation  Plan.  Partnerships 
with  universities  and  private  industry  will  promote  transportation 
research. 

Further  refinement  and  implementation  of  the  Transportation  Plan 
will  depend  on  the  cooperation  of  federal,  regional  and  local  gov- 
ernments, the  private  sector  and  the  citizens  of  Oregon.  The  Land 
Conservation  and  Development  Commission  Transportation  Planning 
Rule  requires  regional  and  local  governments  to  be  consistent  with 
the  state  transportation  plan,  but  the  state  will  also  adopt  regional 
transportation  plans  when  they  meet  established  criteria.  The  state 
will  work  with  federal  land  management  agencies  and  Indian  tribal 
governments  to  coordinate  transportation  plans  and  projects.  The 
goal  is  a  coordinated  and  complementary  transportation  system 

The  Transportation  Plan  depends  on  the  full  involvement  of  the  citi- 
zens and  the  private  sector  in  Oregon.  Many  of  the  policies  and 
actions  will  require  private  investment.  Most  depend  on  public  con- 
sensus for  change. 


THE  SYSTEM  ELEMENT 


The  Preferred  Alternative  for  the  System  Element  meets  the  goals  of 
the  Policy  Element  in  eight  ways: 

1.  It  identifies  a  multimodal  system  including  air,  rail,  auto,  truck, 
bus,  bicycle,  pedestrian,  waterway  and  marine  transportation, 
and  pipelines  to  be  implemented  within  the  next  20  years. 

2.  It  establishes  minimum  levels  of  service  to  be  achieved  by 
each  mode  of  transportation. 

3.  It  identifies  other  major  improvements  beyond  minimum  lev- 
els of  service. 

4.  It  identifies  the  transportation  corridors  and  facilities  which 
serve  statewide  and  interstate  functions. 

5.  It  identifies  transportation  system  and  facility  management 
processes  that  must  be  put  into  place,  including  local  trans- 
jxjrtation  demand  management  and  fmancing  principles. 

6.  It  identifies  land  use  patterns  that  must  be  put  into  effect  to 
achieve  the  goals  of  the  transportation  plan. 


The  Alternatives 
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It  identifies  local,  state  and  federal  roles  in  implementing  the 
plan  and  sets  planning  and  performance  criteria  for  modal 
implementation  plans  and  local  and  regional  transportation 
plans. 

It  estimates  the  financial  requirements  to  implement  the 
plan. 


The  System  Element  envisions  the  facilities  and  services  which  would 
be  put  in  place  within  the  next  20  years.  Because  of  the  length  of 
time  required  to  implement  transportation  projects  and  changes  in 
technologies,  it  also  envisions  those  major  issues  and  projects  which 
may  be  necessary  in  the  next  20  to  40  years. 

To  place  the  possibilities  in  perspective,  the  Steering  Committee 
examined  four  funding  alternatives: 

1 .  Funding  decline  with  status  quo  program, 

2.  Continuation  of  existing  program, 

3.  Continuation  of  existing  program  with  modal  shifts,  and 

4.  Economic  development  and  livability  approach. 

In  each  alternative,  state  and  local  governments  are  to  (a)  use  system 
management  techniques  to  handle  traffic  growth  and  protect  facilities 
from  congestion  and  (b)  coordinate  transportation  plans  with  land 
use  plans,  emphasizing  compact  development  and  maintenance  of 
urban  growth  boundaries. 


FUNDING  DECLINE 

Funding  Decline  would  not  support  expansion  and  improvement  of 
the  existing  system.  Efforts  would  be  limited  to  preservation  of  exist- 
ing infrastructure,  and  the  following  would  be  expected:  no  expan- 
sion of  current  service  levels;  increased  traffic  congestion;  a  decline 
in  intercity  bus,  rail,  specialized  transit,  aviation,  marine  transporta- 
tion and  pipeline  services;  and  no  improvements  for  intermodal  pas- 
senger and  freight  facilities.  Transit  ridership  in  the  Portland  metro- 
politan area  would  increase  because  traffic  congestion  would  signifi- 
cantly increase,  but  transit  ridership  would  decline  in  other  areas 
because  of  lack  of  funding. 


CONTINUATION  OF  EXISTING  PROGRAMS 

2012  Continuation  of  Existing  Programs  would  continue  existing 
transportation  programs  at  state  and  local  levels  with  funding 
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increases  for  inflation,  but  without  any  change  in  emphasis  or  major 
funding  enhancements.  Under  this  alternative  there  would  be  unmet 
minimum  levels  of  service  standards  for  highways,  transit,  rail,  avia- 
tion, marine  transfxsrtation  and  pip>elines;  limited  expansion  of  state 
highway  capacity;  and  increased  vehicle  miles  travelled  per  capita 
between  0.3  percent  per  capita  in  metrofxilitan  areas  and  1.5  percent 
p)er  capita  statewide. 

Transit  ridership  and  interciry  passenger  patronage  would  grow  at 
the  same  rate  as  population  growth,  but  the  number  of  intercity  bus 
routes  would  decline.  Expansion  of  sp>ecialized  elderly  and  disadvan- 
taged transit  services  and  establishment  of  new  citywide  transit  sys- 
tems would  be  limited.  However,  air  service  in  Astoria,  Newpxart  and 
Roseburg  would  be  enhanced.  National  scenic  byways  would  be 
developed  along  the  entire  length  of  U.S.  101  and  in  the  Columbia 
River  Gorge  national  scenic  area.  The  bicycle  and  pedestrian  facility 
construction  program  would  continue.  Corvallis/ Albany  would  be 
designated  as  a  new  metropolitan  planning  area. 


CONTINUATION  WITH  MODAL  SHIFTS 

2012  Continuation  of  Existing  Programs  with  Modal  Shifts 

would  implement  all  non-highway  programs  as  in  the  next  alterna- 
tive, but  with  the  same  highway  programs  as  in  the  Funding 
Decline. 


LIVABILITY  APPROACH 

Llvability  Approach:  Minimum  Levels  of  Service  -  Plus 
Preferred  Transportation  System  shows  how  the  transportation 
system  would  look  with  full  implementation  of  the  economic  devel- 
opment and  livability  alternative.  (See  map.)  Under  this  alternative,  it 
is  expected  there  should  be  by  2012: 

•  A  transportation  system  that  helps  maximize  economic 
opportunities  and  quality  of  life,  as  measured  by  the  Oregon 
Benchmarks; 

•  Significant  expansion  and  improvements  in  metropolitan 
transit  service,  including  construction  of  the  light  rail  routes 
in  the  Portland  metropolitan  area  that  are  identified  in  the 
1992  Tri-Met  Strategic  Plan; 

•  Hourly  intercity  passenger  service  established  in  the 
Willamette  Valley  along  1-5  between  Eugene  and 
Portland; 

•  Higher  speed  (110  to  125  m.p.h.)  rail  passenger  service 
between  Eugene  and  Portland  with  connections  to 
Vancouver,  B.C.;  seven  round  trips  per  day; 

•  A  sevenfold  increase  in  the  use  of  telecommunications  over 
1990  use; 
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High  occupancy  vehicle  (HOV)  lanes  and  peak  peritxi  con- 
gestion pricing  established  on  freeways  and  arterials  in  met- 
ropolitan areas; 

Intelligent  Vehicle  Highway  System  (IVHS)  networks  in  met- 
ropolitan areas  and  on  1-5  and  1-84; 

Walking  and  bicycle  trips  at  double  the  present  rate,  and  tran- 
sit at  double  the  base  case  forecast  in  metro  areas; 

Intercity  bus  or  commuter  bus  service  available  to  cities  of 
over  2,500  population; 

Urban  transit  service  available  in  communities  over  25,000 
population; 

Intermodal  passenger  terminals  established  in  Portland,  Salem, 
Albany/Corvallis,  Eugene,  Medford  and  Bend/Redmond; 

Enhanced  rural  commercial  air  service,  particularly  to  the 
Baker  City  and  La  Grande  area; 

Expanded  air  freight  handling  capability  at  all  commercial  air- 
ports; 

International  port  improvements  and  maintained  rail  service 
on  the  lower  Columbia  River  and  Coos  Bay; 

Improved  intermodal  truck/rail  freight  hub  facilities  in 
Portland,  Eugene,  Klamath  Falls,  Umatilla/Boardman  and  in 
Idaho  near  Ontario.  Truck/rail  freight  reload  hubs  established 
in  Medford,  Bend,  Salem,  Baker  City/La  Grande; 

Additional  major  highway  freight  corridors  on  non-Access 
Oregon  Highways; 

Additions  to  the  statewide  functional  highway  system; 

Natural  gas  pipelines  extended  to  Coos  Bay/North  Bend  and 
Tillamook  to  make  alternative  transportation  fuel  available. 
Improved  pipelines  to  regions  lacking  adequate  service  to 
help  industrial  development; 

Full  implementation  of  the  LCDC  TransfKjrtation  Rule; 


Establishment  of  a  Willamette  Valley  Transportation  System 
Coordination  Area. 
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LONG-RANGE  POSSIBILITIES 

The  long-range  transportation  possibilities  worthy  of  discussion,  but 
are  either  too  far  in  the  future  or  too  uncertain  to  be  included  in  this 
plan  in  a  meaningful  way,  include: 

•  High-speed  rail  service  in  the  Willamette  Valley  with  connec- 
tions to  Seattle; 

•  A  Willamette  Valley/Columbia  Gorge  interurban  rail  service, 
which  could  be  a  way  of  serving  commuter  travel  needs  on 
the  west  side  of  the  Willamette  Valley  and  in  the  Columbia 
Gorge; 

•  A  Klamath  Falls  intermodal  air  freight  hub; 

•  A  new  international  airport  in  the  Willamette  Valley,  which 
may  be  needed  if  Portland  International  Airport  reaches 
capacity; 

•  Passenger  rail  service  from  the  Rogue  Valley  to  California  and 
later  to  Eugene  as  improved  technologies  are  developed. 


The  OTP  Steering  Committee  selected  the  Livability  Approach  as  the 
Preferred  Plan  for  adoption. 

In  addition  to  the  minimum  levels  of  service  and  specific  improve- 
ments listed  above,  the  Preferred  Plan  includes  provisions  for  system 
management,  land  use  coordination,  identification  of  facilities  and 
systems  serving  statewide  and  interstate  functions,  and  implementa- 
tion and  investment  strategies. 

The  Preferred  Plan  emphasizes  more  intensive  management  of  the 
existing  transportation  system.  It  encourages  the  use  of  fees  and 
management  techniques  to  reduce  single  occupant  vehicle  travel, 
alleviate  congestion  and  promote  shifts  to  more  efficient  and  envi- 
ronmentally responsible  modes  of  transportation. 

The  plan  requires  coordination  of  land  use  and  transportation.  It 
assumes  urban  growth  boundaries  will  be  maintained  and  land  use 
and  transportation  actions  will  support  each  other 

The  OTP  will  be  implemented  through  integrated  state,  regional  and 
local  planning  and  private  sector  actions.  ODOT  multimodal  and 
modal  plans  and  system  management  will  carry  out  or  amplify  the 
OTP  and  must  be  consistent  with  it.  The  Transportation  Planning 
Rule  calls  for  the  transportation  system  plans  of  metropolitan  plan- 
ning organizations  (MPOs),  counties  and  cities  to  be  consistent  with 
the  adopted  elements  of  the  OTP.  Public  and  private  transportation 
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coordination  and  cooperation  will  be  needed  to  carry  out  other  mea- 
sures. 

According  to  preliminary  estimates,  implementation  of  the  Preferred 
Plan  will  require  an  additional  $12  billion  in  funding  over  the  next  20 
years,  including  local,  state  and  federal  commitments.  Although  57 
percent  of  the  additional  dollars  will  go  to  roads,  streets  and  high- 
ways, the  investment  strategy  calls  for  major  new  investments  in  rail- 
roads, marine  f>orts,  aviation,  intercity  bus  and  transit. 

The  financing  program  for  the  plan  is  still  being  formulated.  The 
Transportation  Commission  plans  to  recommend  a  specific  financing 
program  to  the  1S>93  Legislature  by  December  31,  1992. 
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Mr.  Carr.  We  thank  you  for  your  being  here  and,  again,  the 
chance  to  visit  yesterday  about  many  of  the  transportation  needs 
in  the  entire  northwest. 

The  $45  milHon  I-4R  appropriation  you  are  requesting — that 
would  be  for  the  construction  season  of  fiscal  year  1994.  Is  that  cor- 
rect? 

Governor  Roberts.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Carr.  How  long  is  your  construction  season? 

Governor  Roberts.  Generally  about  6  months. 

Mr.  Carr.  In  Michigan,  typically  our  cutoff  is  40  degrees,  when- 
ever that  arrives.  Then  we  have  some  calendar  dates  that  Ijracket 
that.  Is  that  the  way  it  is  done  in  Oregon? 

Mr.  HoLLERN.  We  typically  have  warmer  weather  probably  than 
you  do  in  Michigan.  But  it  is  the  wet  weather  that  causes  us  prob- 
lems. 

Governor  Roberts.  We  don't  like  to  mention  the  Oregon  rain, 
but  it  does  occur  with  some  abundance. 

Mr.  Carr.  If  this  current  supplemental  appropriation  is  passed 
relatively  unchanged,  Oregon  is  going  to  receive  $39.7  million.  How 
do  you  intend  to  use  that? 

Governor  Roberts.  We  have  submitted  proposals  to  the  incentive 
package.  We  have  a  6-year  plan  in  Oregon  in  addition  to  the  trans- 
portation plan  I  mentioned  to  you.  We  have  submitted  a  variety  of 
projects  that  could  be  considered  for  that  $39  million  supplement. 

Maybe  Mr.  Hollern  can  answer  the  specifics  of  that. 

Mr.  Hollern.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  can  submit  a  list  of  all  the 
projects.  It  is  essentially  a  great  number  of  rehabilitation,  repair, 
repaving,  and  overlay  type  projects  pretty  well  scattered  through- 
out the  State. 

Mr.  Carr.  Is  that  the  list  that  was  submitted  through  AASHTO 
to  the  DOT? 

Mr.  Hollern.  I  believe  so. 

Mr.  Carr.  Then  we  already  have  that  list. 

I  would  just  indicate  that  this  committee's  findings  over  the 
years  has  been  that  if  you  are  interested  in  a  high  value  economic 
return,  at  the  same  time  getting  a  lot  of  jobs  created,  the  I-4R  pro- 
gram is  the  place  to  put  the  money.  Given  that  you  have  identified 
a  need  here,  I  would  just  wonder  out  loud  if  some  of  that  supple- 
mental couldn't  go  to  rehabilitating  that  Interstate  5  to  get  that 
underway  quickly. 

Is  Interstate  5  on  the  list? 

Mr.  Hollern.  My  understanding  is  that  we  couldn't  get  that  to 
contract  within  the  time  period.  We  are  talking  about  a  fiscal  year 
1994  contract.  There  is  one  contract  that  is  underway  now  that  has 
to  do  with  the  right-of-way  acquisition. 

Mr.  Carr.  You  know  that  this  committee  won  a  concession  from 
the  Administration  and  we  extended  the  time  from  60  days  to  90 
days.  Perhaps  you  can  review  your  1-5  plans  in  light  of  that. 
Maybe  you  still  can't  do  it.  I  don't  know. 

Mr.  Wolf,  do  you  have  any  questions? 

Mr.  Wolf.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Do  you  think  it  would  have  been  better  if  it  had  been  120  days? 
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Mr.  HoLLERN.  Probably  from  Oregon's  point  of  view  it  would 
have  been  a  little  bit  better  to  have  120  days,  but  then  you  are 
stretching  it  out. 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  am  going  to  have  a  series  of  questions  that  the  com- 
mittee will  put  in  the  record  that  all  the  witnesses  will  be  asked. 

How  much  money  are  you  requesting  from  the  committee  for 
this  fiscal  year?  What  are  the  priority  projects  and  how  much  are 
you  requesting? 

Governor  Roberts.  The  first  four  projects  I  listed  are  clearly  on 
that  priority  list.  I  believe  the  total  is  $260  million  for  the  four 
major  projects  and  then  those  four  smaller  projects  I  added.  I  be- 
lieve that  is  the  correct  amount  on  that,  Mr.  Wolf. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Do  they  all  have  equal  priority?  You  made  the  com- 
ment at  the  end  about  the  deficit.  If  we  are  only  talking  about  a 
limited  amount  of  money,  what  are  the  highest  priorities? 

Governor  Roberts.  Clearly,  the  highest  priority  is  the  commit- 
ment that  has  already  been  made  and  that  we  are  involved  in  con- 
cerning the  construction  process  beginning  on  the  west  side  light 
rail  project  and  highway  improvement  project  that  basically  takes 
the  east  side  light  rail,  but  goes  from  Portland  east  and  now  takes 
that  rail  project  into  the  western  part. 

Quite  frankly,  Mr.  Wolf,  if  decisions  were  being  made  and  I  had 
been  involved  in  that  decision  process,  we  would  have  built  a  west 
side  first  rather  than  second  because  of  the  density  of  population 
on  that  side.  So  the  commitment  that  was  made  on  that  and  the 
extension  of  that  $145  million  into  this  next  fiscal  year  I  would  say 
is  the  most  critical  of  all  the  projects  we  have. 

Mr.  Wolf.  And  all  of  that  would  be  used  for  construction?  None 
would  be  for  non-construction  purposes? 

Governor  Roberts.  No. 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  have  no  further  questions. 

Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Carr.  We  thank  you  for  being  here.  Similar  to  Mr.  Wolfs 
comments,  we're  in  the  process  of  developing  criteria  that  we're 
going  to  apply  to  all  projects,  so  we  may  be  coming  back  to  you  for 
some  additional  information. 

Governor  Roberts.  Mr.  Chairman,  as  you  are  reevaluating  the 
80/20  decisions  for  future  projects,  I  think  those  of  us  who  are 
watching  from  a  State  level  clearly  understand  the  need  to  reevalu- 
ate some  of  those  decisions  that  have  been  in  place  that  may  not 
meet  the  criteria  for  today's  deficit  reduction.  I  think  local  govern- 
ments and  State  governments  are  certainly  aware  of  the  need  to 
evaluate  that  process. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Would  the  chairman  5deld? 

Governor,  I  appreciate  your  statement  there. 

Do  you  think  the  committee  should  give  more  money  to  areas 
that  are  willing  to  put  more  money  in  as  a  local  match?  Do  you 
think  there  should  be  some  formula  developed  that  the  more  an 
area  is  willing  to  give,  the  more  they  should  receive? 

Governor  Roberts.  I  think  certainly  in  the  State  of  Oregon 
where  we  have  both  as  taxpayers  and  politicians  willing  to  increase 
our  committed  tax  on  gasoline  and  weight-mile  directly  to  construc- 
tion and  transportation,  I  think  that  State  commitment  is  clearly 
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our  sense  that  we  owe  something  back  to  the  process  and  we  are 
willing  to  continually  increase  that  to  meet  those  kinds  of  de- 
mands. 

I  think  there  may  be  a  point  in  some  States — I  am  not  speaking 
particularly  of  mine — where  they  may  not  have  as  much  flexibility 
to  do  that.  Oregon,  for  instance — it  is  almost  impossible  for  us  to 
change  a  tax  structure  without  a  vote  of  the  people.  So  obviously 
we  have  to  have  a  commitment  from  our  people  as  well  as  our  poli- 
ticians to  make  that  system  function. 

But  I  do  believe  that  there  has  to  be  a  commitment  on  the  part 
of  local  governments  and  the  local  citizenry.  With  the  west  side 
light  rail  project  and  highway  project  we  were  just  discussing, 
there  was  a  major  commitment  from  the  State  of  Oregon  over  a  4- 
year  period,  and  there  was  a  major  bonding  effort  on  the  part  of 
our  local  citizens  over  a  three-county  area  that  voted  overwhelm- 
ingly to  support  their  portion  of  the  local  match  through  citizen 
contributions. 

I  think  that  kind  of  commitment  is  really  significant.  I  don't 
think  the  Federal  Government  can  be  expected  to  carry  the  entire 
load  on  those  issues. 

Mr.  Wolf.  So  maybe  if  there  were  a  bond  referendum  or  some 
sort  of  referendum  to  indicate  public  approval, 

Governor  Roberts.  I  think  it  is  worth  an  evaluation  in  terms  of 
the  commitment  from  both  local  citizens  and  local  politicians  and 
State  politicians  to  make  that  kind  of  commitment. 

Mr.  Wolf.  That  is  helpful  because  periodically  there  are  some 
groups  that  come  before  the  committee  where  there  really  has  not 
been  very  much  done  at  the  local  level,  yet  they  see  this  commit- 
tee's funding  as  a  pot  they  can  go  after.  I  think  if  you  can  show 
local  support  in  bond  referendum  or  other  dedicated  funding  initia- 
tives, it  makes  a  difference. 

Governor  Roberts.  I  would  tell  you,  Mr.  Wolf,  that  in  the  State 
of  Oregon  right  now  we  are  dealing  with  something  called  Ballot 
Measure  5,  which  is  sort  of  the  ugly  stepsister  of  Proposition  13  in 
California.  It  is  worse  than  that  measure  and  is  doing  a  great  deal 
of  damage  to  our  ability  to  fund  at  the  State  level. 

Even  with  that  in  place,  we  are  asking  our  local  governments  to 
participate  just  as  you  have  asked  me  in  that  we  want  to  see  their 
efficiencies  and  their  financial  commitments  at  the  local  level  in 
order  for  the  State  to  participate  with  them  in  a  number  of 
projects.  I  can't  think  that  is  unlike  what  you  are  asking  of  State 
governments.  I  think  Oregon  remains  committed  to  transportation 
projects  and  to  our  funding  mechanism  being  a  part  of  that  contri- 
bution. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Thank  you  very  much.  Governor. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you  very  much,  Governor. 

Governor  Roberts.  Thank  you  very  much  for  hearing  us. 

[Response  to  Mr.  Wolfs  questions  follows:] 
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BARBARA  ROBERTS 
GOVERNOR 


OFFICE  OF  THE  GOVERNOR 

STATE   CAPITOL 

SALEM,  OREGON   97310-0370 

TELEPHONE:   <503)   378-31  1  1 


April  30.  1993 


The  Honorable  Frank  R.  Wolf 
Transportation  Subcommittee  of  the 
House  Appropriations  Committee 
104  Cannon  House  Office  Building 
Washington,  D.C.  20515-4610 

Dear  Congressman  Wolf: 

Thank  you  for  taking  the  time  to  hear  our  testimony  during  a  Transportation 
Subcommittee  meeting  last  month. 

Oregon's  transportation  needs  for  FY  1 994  are  significant.  A  lot  of  thought  has 
gone  into  developing  these  needs,  and  we  believe  they  are  critical  to  the  future 
of  our  state. 

Your  question  about  whether  or  not  areas  that  have  demonstrated  a  notable 
local  funding  commitment  should  be  given  some  priority  was  a  very  good  one. 
While  a  local  funding  commitment  is  a  critical  piece  of  the  puzzle,  we  want  to 
emphasize  that  it  should  not  be  the  only  piece.  Also  important  to  the  effective 
use  of  federal  funds  is  the  assurance  that  projects  meet  air  quality,  land-use, 
energy  conservation,  and  long-range  planning  goals.  All  of  our  funding  requests 
are  for  projects  that  strictly  meet  these  criteria.  These  projects,  which  are 
included  in  our  approved  transportation  program,  have  also  undergone  regular 
public  scrutiny  and  have  received  significant  local  support. 
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The  Honorable  Frank  R.  Wolf 
April  30,  1993 
Page  2 


We  understand  the  difficult  job  you  have  of  sorting  out  priorities  for  FY  1 994 
funding  and  appreciate  your  consideration  of  our  requests.   Enclosed  are  our 
answers  to  the  questions  you  asked  for  the  record  at  the  hearing.  We  hope  they 
will  be  helpful  to  you. 

Please  let  us  know  if  you  need  additional  information. 

Sincerely, 


Barbara  Roberts 
Governor 

Enclosure 

BR:MPH:cm 


Michael  P.  Hollern,  Chairman 
Oregon  Transportation  Commission 
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ANSIVERS  TO  CONGRESSMAN  WOLFS  QUESTI&^S 

1.  Wfiat  organization  would  be  the  recipient  of  the  federal  funds  requested? 
The  State  of  Oregon  and  the  Oregon  Department  of  Transportation  (ODOT). 

2.  How  much  money  are  you  requesting  from  this  subcommittee  for  FY  1994? 
Approximately  $273  million. 

3.  What  will  these  funds  be  used  far? 

The  funds  would  be  used  for  a  range  of  critical  transportation  projects  in  Oregon, 
including  operational  improvements  at  Aurora  State  Airport  and  Chemult  Airport;  a 
mtgor  project  on  Interstate  5  that  involves  reconstruction  of  a  40-year  old  nine-mile  stretch 
of  roadway  which  has  become  a  severe  bottleneck;  small  urban  areas  transportation 
modeling  funds;  the  second  phase  of  a  federal  lands  highways  project  started  in  FY  1993; 
safety  and  track  improvements  to  Vancouver,  B.C.  to  Eugene,  OR  high  speed  rail  corridor; 
continued  funding  for  the  US  101  tri-state  Pacific  Coast  Scenic  Byway  Corridor;  continued 
funding  of  the  Westside  Light  Rail  Project;  and  bus  acquisitions  for  Eugene  and  Salem 
with  a  transfer  station  in  Salem. 

4.  What  is  the  federal  purpose  of  the  specific  project(s)  for  which  this  organization  is 
requesting  funds  from  this  Subcommittee? 

The  federal  purpose  in  all  of  these  projects  is  to  maintain  a  partnership  between  the  federal 
government  and  the  states  in  providing  for  necessary  transportation  mobility  and  safety 
projects  that  ultimately  affect  the  operation  of  the  entire  nation's  transportation  network. 
As  mandated  by  the  Intermodal  Surface  Transportation  Efficiency  Act  of  1991  (ISTEA),  it 
is  the  federal  government's  responsibility  to  provide  for  a  national  transportation  system 
that  is  economically  efficient  and  environmentally  sound.  In  response  to  a  Oregon 
Legislative  requirement.  The  Oregon  Transportation  Commission  has  developed  a 
comprehensive,  long-range  plan,  the  Oregon  Transportation  Plan  (OTP),  for  a 
multimodal  transportation  system  for  the  state  which  encompasses  economic  efficiency, 
orderly  economic  development,  safety  and  environmental  quality.  All  projects  for  which 
we  are  requesting  federal  assistance  are  consistent  with  the  OTP  and  are  in  the  State's 
long-range  transportation  improvement  plan;  and  all  projects  comply  with  federal  and 
state  environmental  and  land  use  regulations. 

5.  What  will  be  the  ongoing  federal  operations  at  the  •facility  or  program  once  it  is 
operational? 

The  ongoing  federal  operations  expected  for  requested  projects  are  those  which  normally 
occur  in  the  federal  programs  for  airports,  interstate  maintenance,  federal  lands 
highways,  scenic  byways  and  transit  facilities.  It  is  too  early,  as  yet,  to  determine  what  the 
ongoing  federal  responsibility  for  high  speed  rail  in  the  Northwest  corridor  will  be,  but  we 
anticipate  providing  a  20  percent  nonfederal  match  for  any  federal  participation, 
consistent  with  the  "level  playing  field"  encompassed  in  ISTEA.  We  are  looking  forward 
to  working  with  your  Committee,  Federal  Railroad  Administration  (FRA)  and  AMTRAK, 
in  determining  the  most  appropriate  long-term  federal  role  in  high  speed  rail. 
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6.  Are  you  requesting  funds  for  non-construction  purposes?  If  yes,  what  would  these  funds  be 
used  for? 

Yes.  The  funds  that  we  are  requesting  for  small  urban  area  modeling  are  non- 
construction  projects.  The  funds  will  be  used  to  develop  and  refine  transportation  planning 
models  for  small  urban  areas  located  throughout  Oregon.  The  models  will  be  developed  in 
cooperation  with  cities  and  counties  and  will  consider  overall  transportation  needs  for  the 
next  20  years.  Development  of  such  small  urban  area  planning  models  will  be  essential  to 
implementing  Oregon's  Transportation  Planning  Rule  which  requires  a  decline  in 
vehicle  miles  of  travel  per  capita  in  set  stages  over  the  next  30  years. 

7.  What  is  the  total  expected  cost  of  the  prqject(s)?  What  percentage  of  the  total  cost  of  the 
prqiect(s)  would  be  funded  by  the  federal  government? 


Project 

Install  Instrument  Landing  System  and 
Construct  Air  Traffic  Control  Tower  at 
Aurora  State  Airport 

Construct  enroute  navigation  aid  (Visual 
Omni  Range)  at  Chemult  Airport 

Reconstruct  and  widen  section  of  Interstate  5 
in  Salem,  OR 

Development  of  small  urban  area  planning 
models 

Complete  phase  2  of  a  continuing  project  to 
improve  access  to  federal  forest  lands  along 
the  North  Umpqua  River 

Safety  and  trackage  improvements  to 
Oregon's  portion  of  the  High  Speed  Rail 
Corridor  from  Eugene,  OR  to  Vancouver,  B.C. 

Continued  development  and  preservation  of 
the  800  mile  Tri-Stete  Pacific  Coast  Byway 
firom  Eureka,  CA  to  Olympia,  WA 

Activities  necessary  to  ensure  adherence  to 
established  construction  schedule  for 
Westside  LRT  project  in  Portland,  OR 

Buy  buses  for  Salem  and  Eugene  transit 
districts  and  build  a  transfer  site  in  Salem 


Federal  Share 

Oast 

100% 

$5.0  million 

100% 

$0.6  million 

90% 

$45.0  million 

80% 

$2.25  million 

80% 

$5.2  million 

80% 

$45.0  million 

80% 

$4.0  million 

75% 

$145.0  million 

80% 

$9.3  million 
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8.  How  much  state,  local,  or  private  funds  will  be  used  for  this  (these)  prq/ect(8)? 

The  amount  of  state,  local  or  private  funds  that  will  be  used  for  proposed  projects  reflects 
operative  federal  and  state  contribution  standards.  Proposed  operational  improvement 
projects  at  Aurora  State  Airport  and  Chemult  Airport  will  be  fully  funded  by  the  federal 
government.  The  state  will  contribute  10  percent  of  the  cost  to  reconstruct  and  widen 
Interstate  5  in  Salem,  Oregon,  from  Silverton  Road  to  State  Street.  Cities,  Counties  and  the 
state  will  contribute  20  percent  of  the  cost  to  develop  small  urban  area  transportation 
planning  models.  The  state  will  contribute  20  percent  of  the  cost  to  complete  phase  two  of  a 
continuing  Public  Lands  Highways  Program  project  to  improve  access  to  forest  lands 
along  the  North  Umpqua  River.  Reflecting  Oregon's  commitment  to  the  development  of 
high  speed  rail  service  in  the  state,  Oregon's  Legislature  has  been  asked  to  provide  $11.5 
million  in  state  funds.  The  state  will  provide  the  nonfederal  share  funds  necessary  to 
continue  the  efforts  to  develop  US  101,  the  Pacific  Coast  Highway,  from  Eureka,  CA  to 
Olympia,  WA  as  a  national  Tri-State  Pacific  Coast  Scenic  Byway.  The  state,  Portland 
Metropolitan  Planning  Organization  (METRO),  and  Tri-County  Metropolitan 
Transportation  District  of  Oregon  (Tri-Met)  have  committed  to  providing  the  25  percent 
share  of  the  cost  necessary  to  keep  the  Portland  Westside  LRT  project  on  schedule.  Local 
governments  and  transit  districts  will  provide  the  nonfederal  funds  needed  to  acquire 
Eugene  and  Salem  buses  and  construct  transfer  sites. 

9.  For  FY  1993,  what  is  the  total  amount  of  federal  funds  that  this  organization  received,  and 
what  activities  were  funded  by  these  amounts? 

In  FY  1993,  ODOT  was  apportioned  to  receive  $229.7  million  of  which  $200.4  million  is 
formula  fiuids,  $8.6  million  is  allocations  for  federal  demonstration  projects,  $3.0  million 
is  allocations  for  miscellaneous  ISTEA  programs,  and  $17.7  million  is  discretionary 
allocations  for  Interstate  4-R,  highway  timber  bridge  research,  Public  Lands  Highways, 
highway  use  tax  evasion,  highway  safety  and  scenic  byways.  A  total  of  $75.3  million  was 
approved  for  transit  projects,  including  $68  million  in  Section  3  new  start  funds  for  the 
Westside  LRT  project 

10.  Has  the  prqject  received  federal  funds  in  the  past?  In  what  fiscal  years  were  those  funds 
received  and  how  much? 

Operational  improvements  proposed  for  Aurora  State  Airport  and  Chemult  Airport  are  new 
projects  and  have  not  received  past  funding.  The  proposed  Interstate  4-R  project  for  Salem 
is  the  phase  two  component  of  a  five  phase  Interstate  5  widening  project. The  Salem  Bypass 
project  which  will  contribute  to  the  reconstruction  and  widening  of  1-5  in  Salem  is  an 
ISTEA  innovative  project.  The  project  was  allocated  $465,190  in  FY  1992  and  $1.12  million 
in  FY  1993.  Proposed  small  urban  areas  transportation  models  are  new  projects  and  have 
not  received  past  funding.  The  proposed  Federal  Lands  Highways  project  is  the  second 
phase  of  a  project  started  in  1993.  Phase  one  of  the  project  received  $5.2  million  in  federal 
funds.  Proposed  safety  and  trackage  of  the  Oregon  portion  of  the  Eugene,  OR  to  Vancouver, 
B.C.  high  speed  rail  corridor  are  a  continuation  of  state  and  federal  efforts  to  develop  high 
speed  rail  service.  Oregon  received  $250,000  of  federal  high  speed  rail  fVinds  in  1993. 
Proposed  scenic  byway  projects  and  activities  will  continue  the  development  of  the  800  mile 
Tri-State  Pacific  Coast  Scenic  Byway.  Oregon  received  $2.1  million  in  federal  funds  for 
planning  and  construction  activities  and  projects  in  FY  1992  and  $1.9  million  in  FY  1993. 
Oregon  received  $14  million  in  1992  and  $68  million  1993  for  the  Westside  LRT  projects. 
Salem  received  $2.8  in  federal  Ainds  for  new  bus  acquisition  in  FY  1986.  Lane  Transit 
District  received  an  allocation  of  $2.1  million  for  new  bus  acquisition  in  FY  1990  and  an 
allocation  of  $4.5  million  for  new  buses  in  FY  1993.  It  received  an  allocation  of  $3.5 
million  for  the  Lane  Transit  transfer  center  in  FY  1992. 
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11.  Art  you  seeking  funds  this  year  from  any  other  federal  source,  or  any  other  Appropriations 
Subcommittee? 

Oregon  is  working  with  our  Congressional  delegation  on  a  wide  range  of  policy  matters 
and  projects  which  require  a  partnership  with  the  federal  government.  These  range  from 
critical  forestry  and  salmon  fisheries  investment  issues  to  ongoing  social  and  health 
issues  and  concerns  and  a  wide  range  of  economic  development  efforts  in  both  our  rural 
and  urban  communities. 

12.  Will  you  be  seeking  additional  funds  from  this  Subcommittee  or  any  other  Appropriations 
Subcommittee  in  the  future? 

Yes.  The  Full  Funding  Agreement  between  Federal  Transit  Administration  (FTA)  and 
Tri-Met  maps  out  a  multiyear  funding  agreement  for  Section  3  transit  funds  for  the 
Portland  Westside  LRT  project.  This  agreement  commits  to  federal  appropriations  in  each 
of  the  next  five  years  to  complete  this  project.  In  addition,  we  will  need  further  assistance 
from  Congress  in  order  to  complete  the  improvements  to  the  Salem  section  of  Interstate  5 
which  is  a  priority  project  envisioned  in  ISTEA  in  Sec.  1069(t).  It  is  quite  likely  that  other 
projects  in  our  long-range  transportation  plan  will  ultimately  need  some  form  of  federal 
assistance.  As  always,  we  will  continue  to  share  our  plans  with  you  and  look  forward  to 
your  advice  as  we  work  together  on  economically  efficient,  environmentally  effective  and 
energy  efficient  solutions  to  key  transportation  problems  and  issues. 

13.  7s  your  organization  currently  represented  by  any  individual,  law  firm,  lobbying  firm,  or 
other  organization  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  federal  funds? 

ODOT  is  represented  by  the  Oregon  firm  of  Ball,  Janik  and  Novak.  They  assist  us  in 
working  with  federal  agencies  and  with  Congress.  While  they  do  help  us  regarding 
federal  funding  issues,  they  also  provide  a  broad  range  of  technical  and  general  support. 
They  advise  us  on  transportation  developments,  ISTEA  implementation  issues,  as  well  as 
other  legislation  which  affects  us  such  as  the  Clean  Air  Act,  Americans  With  Disabilities 
Act,  Motor  Voter,  environmental  regulation  and  drunk  driving  and  safety  laws. 
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Tuesday,  March  23,  1993. 


FAIRFAX  COUNTY  BOARD  OF  SUPERVISORS; 
PRINCE  WILLIAM  COUNTY  BOARD  OF  SUPERVISORS 

WITNESSES 

HON.  JAMES  P.  MORAN,  JR.,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 
COMMONWEALTH  OF  VIRGINIA 

HON.  LESLIE  BYRNE,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE  COM- 
MONWEALTH OF  VIRGINIA 

TOM   DAVIS,  CHAIRMAN,  FAIRFAX   COUNTY  BOARD   OF  SUPERVISORS, 
VIRGINIA 

KATHLEEN    K.    SEEFELDT,    CHAIRMAN,    PRINCE    WILLIAM    BOARD    OF 
COUNTY  SUPERVISORS,  VIRGINIA 

Mr.  Carr.  Our  next  witness  will  be  Congresswoman  Leslie  Byrne 
and  Tom  Davis,  the  chairman  of  the  County  Board  of  Supervisors 
of  Fairfax  County.  I  would  like  to  note  that  Congressman  Jim 
Moran  wanted  to  be  here,  and  was  in  fact  in  the  room,  but  there  is 
a  hearing  of  my  other  subcommittee  that  I  am  on  with  Congress- 
man Moran  that  is  being  held  down  the  hall.  The  Secretary  of 
Commerce  is  there  and  I  can  appreciate  his  need  to  be  there  at  the 
same  time. 

We  do  want  to  note,  however,  that  he  was  here  and  prepared  to 
support  the  testimony. 

Please  proceed. 

Ms.  Byrne.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

It  is  my  opportunity,  because  Mr.  Moran  was  otherwise  engaged, 
to  introduce  your  next  two  speakers,  actually.  These  two  people — 
and  the  one  you  will  hear  from  first,  supervisor  Tom  Davis,  who  is 
chairman  of  the  Fairfax  County  Board  of  Supervisors,  has  been  ab- 
solutely tenacious  in  looking  for  ways  to  improve  the  transporta- 
tion not  only  for  Fairfax  County  but  for  the  region. 

Both  Tom  and  your  next  speaker,  Kathleen  Seefeldt,  have  listed 
their  priorities  and  worked  in  tandem.  I  think  it  is  quite  unusual 
for  two  counties  to  start  looking  at  their  priorities  in  tandem  and 
see  where  they  can  mesh.  I  think  that  kind  of  effort  should  be 
noted. 

So  without  any  further  ado,  I  introduce  the  chairman  of  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  at  Fairfax  County,  Virginia,  Tom  Davis. 

Mr.  Carr.  Before  you  start,  I  didn't  realize  that  you  were  going 
to  do  this  in  tandem. 

Ms.  Byrne.  Kathleen  Seefeldt  is  the  chairman  of  the  Prince  Wil- 
liam Board  of  Supervisors.  As  I  said,  both  of  these  people  have 
been,  in  my  opinion,  marvelous  about  pursuing  every  avenue  to  ad- 
dress the  problems  that  we  know  are  in  northern  Virginia. 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Davis? 

Mr.  Davis.  Thank  you. 

Good  morning,  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  subcommittee. 
May  I  begin  by  thanking  Representative  Byrne  for  being  here 
today  and  thanking  Congressman  Moran  and  also  wishing  you  and 
your  ranking  member,  Frank  Wolf,  of  whom  we  are  particularly 
proud,  every  success  in  your  new  positions.  Your  sensitivity  to  the 
special  needs  of  our  county  in  the  past  is  greatly  appreciated. 
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Mr.  Chairman,  I  request  that  the  full  written  statement  be  re- 
flected in  the  hearing  record. 

Mr.  Carr.  Without  objection,  your  prepared  statement  will 
appear  in  the  record. 

Mr.  Davis.  Fairfax  County  is  the  largest  local  government  in  Vir- 
ginia with  more  than  850,000  residents,  making  us  equivalent  to 
the  size  of  the  11th  largest  city  in  the  United  States.  The  county 
encompasses  some  400  square  miles.  We  have  51  miles  of  inter- 
state, 151  miles  of  primary  roads,  2,270  miles  of  secondary  roads,  6 
Metro  stations  on  two  lines,  the  Virginia  Railway  Express  serving 
two  commuter  rail  routes  of  20  and  30  mile  lengths,  and  99  Metro- 
bus  routes  augmented  by  our  Fairfax  County  connector  system. 

Transportation  remains  at  the  top  of  the  list  of  concerns  on  the 
minds  of  northern  Virginians.  The  1990  Census  data  indicates  that 
currently  more  than  half  of  the  county's  residents  work  within 
Fairfax  County.  Nearly  75  percent  of  our  population  work  in  Vir- 
ginia and  only  20  percent  work  in  Washington,  D.C.  Such  cross- 
county  commuter  traffic  begins  with  it  difficult  burdens  for  our 
road  system  and  tremendous  challenges  for  meeting  this  trend. 

The  inherent  problems  our  county  faces  in  competing  for  funds 
channelled  through  the  State  make  it  imperative  to  appear  before 
you  today  to  request  appropriations  targeted  to  our  pressing  needs 
that  remain  unfunded. 

The  highest  priority  project  for  both  the  county  and  the  region 
for  which  we  seek  Federal  funding  is  completion  of  the  Fairfax 
County  Parkway.  This  nearly  35-mile  facility,  with  its  3.6  mile 
Franconia-Springfield  spur,  could  be  completed  by  1997  if  necessary 
funding  for  the  final  segments  is  secured.  When  complete,  one  will 
be  able  to  drive  directly  from  Route  7  in  Reston  in  the  northwest 
part  of  the  county  to  Route  1  near  Fort  Belvoir  in  the  southern- 
most part  of  the  county. 

The  Parkway  is  our  only  cross-county  highway.  It  has  been  2  dec- 
ades in  planning  and  upon  completion  will  provide  a  significant  al- 
ternative to  the  Beltway  for  local  and  northern  Virginia  regional 
travel.  Further,  the  Franconia-Springfield  spur  provides  a  vital 
link  between  the  parkway  and  the  Shirley  Highway  HOV  lanes, 
and  will  access  the  new  transportation  center  at  Franconia-Spring- 
field. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  underscore  one  critical  aspect  of  this 
project.  To  date,  the  lion's  share  of  funding  for  the  Fairfax  County 
Parkway  has  come  from  the  county  and  with  some  help  from  the 
State.  Few  would  argue  with  the  compelling  need  for  its  timely 
completion.  Its  pollution  mitigation  benefits  are  significant;  it  will 
relieve  the  exponential  growth  of  vehicular  traffic  on  the  Beltway 
and  the  county's  secondary  roads;  and  without  a  doubt  it  will  dra- 
matically improve  the  quality  of  life  for  our  county  and  regional 
residents  when  complete. 

The  Parkway  is  part  of  the  designation  National  Highway 
System,  as  will  be  reflected  in  our  State's  revised  maps  and  has 
been  approved  as  an  integral  element  of  the  transportation  im- 
provement plan,  now  approved. 

All  environmental  impact  assessments  are  complete.  With  the 
funding  we  seek  here  today,  swift  completion  of  the  Parkway  can 
become  a  reality. 
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Accompanying  our  written  submission  is  a  map  showing  seg- 
ments that  are  presently  operational,  under  construction,  and 
planned  but  unfunded,  the  subject  of  our  testimony  today. 

In  addition  to  funding  for  the  Fairfax  County  Parkway,  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  also  urge  the  subcommittee  to  approve  the  full  $212 
million  request  for  the  Washington  Metropolitan  Area  Transit  Au- 
thority for  its  fast-track  Metrorail  construction  program. 

All  the  projects  for  which  we  seek  your  support  are  unfunded 
and  not  eligible  for  economic  stimulus  funds.  They  include  various 
Fairfax  County  Parkway  segments,  which  have  been  detailed  in  my 
prepared  statement. 

At  the  very  top  we  have  the  Fairfax  County  Parkway  from  Route 
7  to  Baron  Cameron  Avenue,  which  is  a  $38.6  million  segment;  the 
completion  of  the  1-66  interchange,  which  is  $17  million;  the  Fran- 
conia-Springfield  Parkway/Frontier  Drive-  Parkway  interchange 
which  is  $15  million.  That  is  critical  for  that  spur  because  that  is 
going  to  be  our  transportation  system  for  the  southern  end  of  the 
county  where  the  commuter  rail,  the  Metro  system,  1-95,  and  the 
Fairfax  Parkway  all  come  together. 

Finally,  we  have  the  Route  1  to  1-95  spur  at  the  bottom.  That  is 
$67.4  million,  which  includes  $11  million  in  base  realignment  and 
closure  program  funds. 

Those  are  the  needs  as  we  present  them  to  you.  I  would  be  grate- 
ful for  any  help  we  can  get.  Just  to  answer  your  earlier  question, 
we  feel  that  the  communities  that  contribute  dollars  should  get  pri- 
ority. In  Fairfax  County,  we  have  been  the  most  proactive  in  the 
Commonwealth  in  providing  local  funding  for  transportation. 

When  we  came  into  office  a  year  ago,  we  took  $250  million  in  ap- 
proved funding  for  other  projects  and  put  them  aside  so  that  we 
could  move  forward  with  the  more  pressing  transportation  funding. 
We  have  had  a  bond  referendum  approved  last  year. 

We  submit  these  for  your  consideration.  We  are  grateful  for  the 
attention  we  received  today  and  for  the  help  you  have  given  us 
today. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Davis  follows:] 
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TESTIMONY  OF  TOM  DAVIS 

CHAIRMAN,  FAIRFAX  COUNTY,  VIRGINIA  BOARD  OF  SUPERVISORS 

BEFORE  THE  SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  TRANSPORTATION 

U.S.  HOUSE  COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 

MARCH  23,  1993 


Good  morning  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  Subcommittee.  May  I  begin  by  wishing 
you  and  your  Ranking  Member  Frank  Wolf,  of  whom  we  are  particularly  proud,  every 
success  in  your  new  positions.  Your  sensitivity  to  the  special  needs  of  our  County  in  the 
past  is  greatly  appreciated. 

Fairfax  County  is  the  largest  local  government  in  Virginia  with  more  than  850,000  residents, 
making  us  equivalent  in  size  to  the  11th  largest  city  in  the  United  States.  The  County 
encompasses  some  400  square  miles.  We  have  51  miles  of  interstate,  151  miles  of  primary 
roads,  2,270  miles  of  secondary  roads,  6  Metrorail  stations  on  two  lines,  the  Virginia  Railway 
Express  serving  two  commuter  rail  routes  of  20  and  30  mile  lengths,  and  99  Metrobus  routes 
augmented  by  our  Fairfax  Connector  system. 

Transportation  remains  at  the  top  of  the  list  of  concerns  on  the  minds  of  Northern 
Virginians.  We  face  significant  challenges  over  the  next  decade  as  we  endeavor  to  ease 
traffic  gridlock  and  achieve  a  balanced  mix  of  road  and  transit  facilities.  The  1990  Census 
data  indicates  that  currently  more  than  half  of  the  County's  residents  work  within  the 
County,  nearly  75  percent  work  in  Virginia,  and  only  20  percent  work  in  D.C.  Such  cross- 
County  commuter  traffic  brings  with  it  difficult  burdens  for  our  road  system  and  tremendous 
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challenges  for  meeting  this  trend.  Further,  as  a  Qean  Air  Act  non-attainment  area,  we  are 
working  diligently  to  improve  air  quality  as  we  fashion  our  transportation  plans. 

While  the  Intermodal  Surface  Transportation  Efficiency  Act  (ISTEA)  purports  to  bring  local 
governments  more  fully  into  decision-making  on  the  use  of  federal  transportation  funds, 
years  of  modal  and  geographic  biases  in  our  state  have  stymied  our  efforts  to  secure  the 
funding  we  require  for  critical  projects.  We  have,  though,  been  persistent  in  our  efforts  to 
secure  State  funds  for  some  projects,  attract  private  and  developer  funding  commitments, 
and  gzun  voter  support  for  ambitious  bond  projects  through  referendum. 

The  inherent  problems  our  Coimty  faces  in  competing  for  funds  channelled  through  the 
State,  coupled  with  the  way  in  which  prior  year  Federal  earmarks  have  constrained  available 
discretionary  grant  funds,  make  it  imperative  to  appear  before  you  today  to  request 
appropriations  targeted  to  our  pressing  needs  that  remain  unfunded. 

The  highest  priority  project  for  which  we  seek  federal  funding  is  completion  of  the  Fairfax 
County  Parkway.  The  Parkway  project  has  experienced  as  many  stops  and  starts  over  the 
past  quarter  century  as  the  thousands  of  frustrated  cross-county  commuters.  This  nearly  35- 
mile  facility,  with  its  3.6  mile  Franconia-Springfield  spur,  could  be  completed  by  1997  if 
necessary  funding  for  the  final  segments  is  secured.  When  complete,  one  will  be  able  to 
drive  directly  from  Route  7  in  Reston  in  the  Northwest  part  of  the  County  to  Route  1  near 
Fort  Belvoir  in  the  Southern-most  part  of  the  County.  The  Parkway  is  our  only  cross-County 
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highway  and  runs  roughly  parallel  to  the  Capital  Beltway.  It  has  been  two  decades  in 
planning  and  upon  completion  will  provide  a  significant  alternative  to  the  Beltway  for  local 
and  Northern  Virginia  regional  travel.  Further,  the  Franconia-Springfield  spur  provides  a 
vital  link  between  the  Parkway  and  the  Shirley  Highway  HOV  lanes,  and  will  access  the 
Franconia-Springfield  Metrorail  station. 

This  station,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  a  shining  model  of  what  a  multi-modal  transportation  center 
should  look  like.  Construction  crews  broke  ground  in  November  on  this  final  Metrorail 
station  planned  in  Virginia  and  plan  to  complete  their  work  by  the  Summer  of  1997.  This 
station,  just  Southeast  of  the  Springfield  Mall,  will  be  part  of  a  larger  transportation  center 
that  will  also  link  the  Virginia  Railway  Express  commuter  rail  system,  a  3,200  space  parking 
garage,  and  staging  areas  for  buses  and  rush  hour  car  pools.  This  transportation  center  will 
be  accessible  from  both  1-95  and  the  Fairfax  Parkway. 

Presently,  segments  near  Franconia  and  Fair  Oaks  are  open  to  traffic,  and  an  $80  million 
County  bond  approved  by  the  voters  last  Fall  will  finance  two  other  segments  from  1-66  to 
Braddock  Road  and  Route  123  to  Hooes/Pohick  Road.  In  February  of  this  year,  the 
Virginia  General  Assembly  approved  $181  million  in  State  bonds  for  crucial  highway  and 
transit  projects  in  Northern  Virginia,  including  key  interchanges  at  1-66,  Route  50  and  Route 
29.  With  these  pieces  in  place,  we  will  have  a  continuous  25-mile  road  from  Spring  Street 
in  Reston  to  Beulah  Street  in  Franconia.  This  would  leave  only  the  ends  of  the  Parkway 
incomplete  and  without  funding.   One  end  would  connect  Spring  Street  to  Route  7  in  the 
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North,  and  the  other  would  provide  a  spur  from  Springfield  to  Route  1  in  the  South. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  underscore  one  critical  aspect  of  this  project.  To  date,  the  lion's 
share  of  funding  for  the  Fairfax  County  Parkway  has  come  from  the  County  ($264  million) 
and  State  ($151  million).  Few  would  argue  with  the  compelling  need  for  its  timely 
completion.  Its  pollution  mitigation  benefits  are  significant,  it  will  relieve  the  exponential 
growth  of  vehicular  traffic  on  the  Beltway  and  the  Coimty's  secondary  roads,  and  without 
a  doubt  it  will  dramatically  improve  the  quality  of  life  for  our  County's  and  region's 
residents  when  complete.  The  Parkway  is  part  of  the  designated  National  Highway  System 
as  will  be  reflected  in  our  State's  revised  maps,  and  has  been  approved  as  an  integral 
element  of  the  Transportation  Improvement  Plan  now  approved.  AH  environmental  impact 
assessments  are  complete,  and  with  the  funding  we  seek  here  today  swift  completion  of  the 
Parkway  can  become  a  reality. 

Accompanying  this  testimony  are  maps  showing  segments  that  are  presently  operational, 
under  construction,  and  planned  but  unfunded  that  are  the  subject  of  our  testimony  today. 

In  addition  to  funding  for  the  Fairfax  County  Parkway,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge  the 
Subcommittee  to  provide  the  full  $212.0  million  request  of  the  Washington  Metropolitan 
Area  Transit  Authority  for  its  Fast-Track  Metrorail  construction  program,  as  well  as 
adequate  transit  operating  and  rail  modernization  assistance  so  critical  to  the  carefully 
balanced  funding  plan  agreed  to  by  the  area's  jurisdictions. 
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Our  specific  funding  requests  are  as  follows  (figures  represent  total  federal  and  local  funding 
required): 


Fairfax  County  Parkway  /  Route  7  to  Baron  Cameron  Avenue  ($38.6  million). 

•  currently  unfunded. 

•  four  lane  segment  would  complete  the  Northwestern  end  of  the  Parkway,  and 
provide  an  important  connection  between  the  Route  7  and  Dulles  Toll  Road 
corridors,  linking  development  centers  in  Hemdon  and  Reston  with  Route  7,  the 
Dulles  Toll  Road  and  1-66. 

•  much  of  the  planned  development  along  this  segment  is  residential. 
Approximately  80  percent  of  the  necessary  right-of-way  and  ancillary  easements  have 
been  dedicated  by  developers,  and  the  Reston  Town  Center  has  proffered  a 
significant  segment  estimated  to  cost  $6.1  million. 

•  right-of-way  and  construction  plans  are  complete  for  the  entire  segment 

•  cost  estimates  with  at-grade  intersection  at  Route  7: 

Right-of-way  $6.8  m. 

Utihty  9.6  m. 

Construction  22.3  m. 


$38.6  m.  (in  1992  dollars) 
Fairfax  County  Parkway  /  Completion  of  1-66  Interchange  ($17.0  million). 

•  currently  unfunded. 

•  last  Fall's  bond  referendum  was  insufficient  to  fund  the  grade-separated 
interchange  at  1-66  and  the  Parkway.  Completion  of  this  element  is  essential  if  the 
Parkway  is  to  reach  its  full  potential  of  relieving  other  heavily  congested  corridors 
in  the  Fairfax  Center  area,  and  enhancing  access  to  residential  and  development 
centers  along  the  Parkway. 

•  if  this  interchange  could  be  constructed  concurrent  to  VDOTs  planned  late  1993 
commencement  of  work  on  the  1-66  widening  and  Route  50  HOV  projects,  significant 
cost  savings  could  be  realized. 


$7.5 

m. 

0.7 

m. 

8.8 

m. 
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•  right-of-way  and  construction  plans  will  be  complete  in  the  very  near  future. 

•  cost  estimates: 

Right-of-way 

Utility 

Construction 

$17.0  m. 

Franconia-Springfield  Parkway  /  Frontier  Drive-Parkwav  Interchange  ($15.0  m.). 

•  currently  unfunded. 

•  present  plans  call  for  access  to  the  new  Franconia-Springfield  Transportation 
Center  through  a  grade-separated  signalized  intersection.  Both  Frontier  Drive  and 
the  Franconia-Springfield  Parkway  will  provide  6  travel  lanes  with  additional  ancillary 
turn  lanes. 

•  data  indicates  that  this  at-grade  intersection  will  operate  satisfactorily  until  the 
Franconia-Springfield  Metro  station  opens  in  1997.  With  the  opening,  peak  hour 
traffic  conditions  are  projected  to  degrade  and  traffic  conditions  will  continue  to 
worsen  with  the  anticipated  new  development  and  increasing  densities  in  the  area. 

•  to  redress  these  problems,  a  conceptual  interchange  design  has  been  prepared. 
However,  no  funds  are  available  for  final  design,  right-of-way  and  construction. 

•  if  construction  of  this  project  is  forced  to  await  the  opening  of  the  Metrorail 
station  in  1997,  differences  in  grade  will  necessitate  reconstruction  of  the  Metro 
entrance  roadway  and  multiple  traffic  shifts  will  be  necessitated.  The  result  will  be 
increased  construction  costs,  a  lengthened  project  completion  time,  and 
inconveniences  for  those  utilizing  the  Transportation  Center.  Reduced  delay  and 
vehicular  idling  also  brings  improved  air  quality. 

•  cost  estimates: 

Right-of-way  $  5.0  m. 

Construction  $10.0  m. 


$15.0  m.  (in  1991  doUars) 
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Fairfax  County  Parlovav  /  1-95  to  Route  1  ($67.4  million). 

•  consists  of  two  segments  which  comprise  the  Southern-most  leg  of  the  Parkway 
providing  critical  access  to  Fort  Belvoir  -  1-95  at  Newington  to  Telegraph  Road,  and 
Telegraph  Road  to  Route  1. 

•  the  U.S.  Army  has  indicated  that  $11.0  million  in  Defense  Access  Highway  Funds 
will  be  requested  to  construct  only  the  segment  from  Telegraph  Road  to  Route  1. 
The  recent  restructuring  of  many  military  installations  associated  with  the  Base 
Realignment  and  Closure  (BRAC)  program  will  result  in  very  significant  changes  at 
Fort  Belvoir  in  the  County.  These  will  include  the  addition  of  some  4,500  employees 
at  Fort  Belvoir  in  1995.  Further,  other  Belvoir  expansion  plans  are  under  review, 
and  the  Engineers  Proving  Ground  is  presently  being  considered  for  joint 
development.  This  will  seriously  impact  existing  roads  in  that  part  of  the  County, 
most  of  which  are  already  heavily  congested  during  peak  commuting  hours. 

•  The  County  has  asked  the  Army  to  consider  seeking  additional  funds  beyond  those 
already  identified.  Completion  of  the  entire  segment  to  1-95  at  Newington  is  critical 
if  traffic  problems  are  to  be  addressed  and  a  vital  logistical  link  is  to  be  established. 
In  addition,  the  project  would  also  provide  access  to  the  General  Services 
Administration  warehouse  in  Franconia. 

•  the  project  is  ready  for  construction  pending  acquisition  of  right-of-way  for  which 
funding  is  not  available  at  this  time. 


cost  estimates  (includes  $11.0  million  in  BRAC  funding): 

Right-of-way  $46.3  m. 

Construction  21.1  m. 


$67.4  m. 
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Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Wolf? 

Mr.  Wolf.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  want  to  welcome  all  the  witnesses. 

Where  would  this  project  appear  on  the  State's  priority  list? 

Mr.  Davis.  This  is  toward  the  top.  Regionally  this  year  the  Com- 
monwealth of  Virginia  was  able  to  give  us  back  some  funding  on 
recordation  fees,  and  because  the  region — Arlington,  Alexandria, 
Loudoun,  Prince  William,  and  Fairfax — came  and  listed  this  as  one 
of  our  three  regional  projects.  The  money  will  be  going  into  this 
and  into  a  project  in  Prince  William  County  and  the  Metro  system. 

So  as  a  region,  those  are  at  the  top  of  the  list.  The  State  priority 
is  a  little  more  skewed  to  try  to  figure  where  that  is  because  it  is  a 
secondary  road,  but  it  is  toward  the  top. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Has  the  project  been  placed  before  the  general  public 
in  the  form  of  a  bond  referendum? 

Mr.  Davis.  Yes,  it  has.  It  was  approved  with  75  percent  of  the 
vote  last  November  with  $80  million  additional  dollars  for  this. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Thank  you  very  much  for  taking  the  time  to  come  up 
here. 

Mr.  Davis.  Thank  you  for  all  the  help  you  have  given  us.  Con- 
gressman Wolf. 

Mr.  Carr.  According  to  your  testimony  on  page  5,  you  are  re- 
questing certain  amounts,  which  are  listed.  You  say  those  figures 
represent  total  Federal  and  local  funding  required? 

Mr.  Davis.  Yes. 

Mr.  Carr.  We  need  to  have  a  breakout  of  where  the  local  and 
Federal  share 

Mr.  Davis.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  maxed  out  the  local  funding. 
That  is  the  cost  estimate.  Locally,  we  have  funded  the  other  seg- 
ments of  this,  so  there  is  no  current  funding  available  that  we  can 
find  locally  or  with  the  State  at  this  point.  So  any  bite  we  can  get 
from  the  Federal  Government  for  any  one  of  these  we  would  call  a 
chewable  bite  we  would  be  grateful.  I  don't  expect  to  get  all  of  this 
funded,  but  we  have  it  broken  down  into  individual  bites  where  we 
would  need  an  appropriation  from  one  entity  so  that  we  could 
move  forward  and  plan  and  fund. 

Mr.  Carr.  In  other  words,  on  page  5  of  your  testimony,  you  say 
that  the  estimated  cost  of  the  Fairfax  County  Parkway  is  $38.6 
million.  Is  that  what  you  want  from  the  Federal  Government? 

Mr.  Davis.  Yes,  and  that  is  for  one  segment.  That  one  segment  is 
$38.6  million.  So  £is  the  committee  looks  at  the  priorities,  in  any 
one  of  these  slugs  is  a  part  of  that  project  we  could  complete.  We 
have  been  completing  this  in  pieces  for  the  last  15  years.  Any  indi- 
vidual piece  which  could  be  funded  would  help  us. 

Mr.  Carr.  But  in  other  words,  the  very  first  sentence  on  page  5 
of  your  statement  probably  should  be  amended  to  read,  "Figures 
represent  total  Federal  funding  required"? 

Mr.  Davis.  Wherever  we  get  the  money — if  we  don't  get  it  from 
the  Federal  Government,  we  are  going  to  have  to  continue  to  look 
locally  and  State-wide  for  it. 

Mr.  Carr.  What  about  "total  non-local  funding"? 

Mr.  Davis.  That  would  be  appropriate. 
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Mr.  Carr.  We  will  amend  your  statement.  That  is  very  impor- 
tant to  those  of  us  who  need  to  know  where  dollars  are  coming 
from. 

I  am  intrigued  by  the  two  paragraphs  of  your  statement  on  page 
2  where  you  talk  about,  "The  inherent  problems  our  county  faces 
in  competing  for  funds  channelled  through  the  State,"  and  in  the 
prior  paragraph  you  say  that  "years  of  modal  and  geographic 
biases  in  our  State  have  stymied  our  efforts  to  secure  the  funding 
we  require  for  critical  projects." 

I  can  think  of  a  few  counties  in  Michigan  who  might  be  here 
saying  the  same  thing,  and  it  doesn't  stretch  my  imagination  to 
think  about  counties  all  over  America  who  feel  in  some  way  that 
they  aren't  getting  a  fair  shake  from  their  State  DOT's,  et  cetera. 
Is  that  something  that  this  committee  really  ought  to  contend  itself 
with? 

Mr.  Davis.  I  think  you  need  to  be  aware  of  it.  I  think  you  need  to 
understand  that  locally  we  are  spending  more  than  any  other  juris- 
diction, not  only  on  a  per  capita  basis  but  also  on  a  percentage 
basis  of  our  capital  projects  for  transportation.  Mr.  Chairman,  10 
percent  of  our  total  general  fund  goes  to  capital  construction  and  a 
significant  amount  to  transportation.  We  can't  spend  anymore.  We 
are  at  a  10  percent  of  our  general  fund  limit  on  capital  construc- 
tion. I  know  that  we  move  $250  million  in  programs  out  that  we 
just  couldn't  do  to  make  room  for  these  projects. 

So  we  are  basically  at  the  limit  of  what  we  feel  we  can  do  locally. 
We  have  worked  with  the  State  and  received  additional  money 
there,  but  we  are  here  as  well. 

Mr.  Carr.  Your  local  efforts  are  laudable,  but  nonetheless, 
should  this  committee  be  used  as  an  end-runaround  State  decision- 
making? 

Mr.  Davis.  I  think  it  can  be  a  supplement.  I  don't  think  it's 
meant  to  be  an  end-run.  This  is  a  major  project  and  the  region 

Mr.  Carr.  I  understand.  I  don't  want  to  be  argumentative  here, 
but  we  have  a  Federal  system  here  in  transportation — and  particu- 
larly with  respect  to  highway —  we  work  through  the  States.  States 
will  generally  approve  our  giving  money  to  local  units  of  govern- 
ment to  do  things.  If  it  means  more  money  and  it  doesn't  cost  them 
anything,  they  are  willing  to  do  it.  But  I  question  whether  this 
committee  should  be  the  vent  for  the  frustration  of  counties  all 
over  America  because  their  State  is  not  seeing  their  transportation 
needs  quite  the  way  they  do.  That  causes  me  some  concern. 

Mr.  Davis.  I  think  that  is  a  fair  comment. 

I  would  just  note  in  terms  of  the  Parkway,  we  have  one  segment 
here  through  Fort  Belvoir,  which  I  think  is  particularly  appropri- 
ate with  the  increased  development  going  on  down  there.  I  think  it 
would  be  particularly  appropriate  for  a  Federal  enhancement  in 
that  area. 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Wolf,  do  you  have  any  additional  questions? 

Mr.  Wolf.  That  is  on  the  base? 

Mr.  Davis.  Yes.  It  is  right  through  the  base.  And  that  is  one  of 
the  segments  we  have  outlined  here. 
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Tuesday,  March  23,  1993. 
PRINCE  WILLIAM  COUNTY  BOARD  OF  SUPERVISORS 

WITNESS 

KATHLEEN    SEEFELDT,    CHAIRMAN,    COUNTY    BOARD    OF    DIRECTORS, 
PRINCE  WILLIAM  COUNTY,  VA 

Mr.  Carr.  Ms.  Seefeldt? 

Ms.  Seefeldt.  Good  morning,  Mr.  Chairman.  Congratulations  on 
your  chairmanship.  I  wish  you  well. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you. 

Ms.  Seefeldt.  Also  good  morning,  Mr.  Wolf.  We  appreciate  your 
assistance  in  getting  us  to  this  table  last  year  and  then  again  this 
year. 

If  I  could  borrow  Chairman  Davis'  map  for  just  a  second,  our 
county  shares  the  southern  border,  generally,  with  Fairfax  County. 
The  Occoquan  River  is  the  boundary.  We  have  about  230,000 
people. 

We  have  submitted  some  testimony  for  the  record  that  I  would 
like  to  have  entered. 

Mr.  Carr.  Without  objection,  your  prepared  statement  will 
appear  in  the  record. 

Ms.  Seefeldt.  I  would  like  to  call  your  attention  to  attachment 
A.  This  shows  the  outline  of  Prince  William  County.  What  we  are 
doing  in  this  project  is  actually  creating  a  new  cross-county  connec- 
tor that  links  1-95  with  1-66,  which  sort  of  swoops  though  the 
middle  of  the  page. 

You  can  see  on  that  attachment  that  $116  million  of  this  cross- 
county  connector  is  fully  funded.  The  Horner  Road  interchange  is 
down  on  1-95  and  it  goes  to  bid  next  month. 

The  dotted  line  is  essentially  the  Parkway  that  is  either  finished 
or  under  construction  at  this  time.  The  rest  of  the  list  tells  you 
about  the  rest  of  the  segments. 

The  second  attachment — by  the  way,  I  should  also  say  that  there 
is  about  $95  million  of  locally  approved  bond  money  in  this  new 
cross-county  connector. 

Attachment  B  highlights  the  point  that  we  thought  was  impor- 
tant to  make  before  this  committee,  and  that  is  the  fact  that  the 
234  Bypass  is  going  to  alleviate  what  has  been  identified  by  AAA 
as  the  ninth  worst  stretch  of  road  in  northern  Virginia.  Existing 
234  goes  from  the  edge  of  the  city  of  Manassas  out  to  66,  about  2.6 
miles  carried  as  of  1992  over  39,000  vehicles  a  day,  yet  it  is  the 
ninth  worst  stretch  of  road  in  terms  of  the  safety  considerations. 

Attachment  C  shows  you  what  we  are  doing  in  tandem  with 
Chairman  Davis  in  Fairfax  County.  The  dotted  line  semicircle  rep- 
resents the  Fairfax  County  Parkway.  The  dotted  line  represents 
the  Prince  William  Parkway.  You  can  again  see  the  95  to  66  con- 
nection. You  can  see  that  we're  interested  also  in  very  effectively 
improving  our  circumferential  movement  across  our  county.  Tom 
has  already  pointed  out  that  the  work  trips  are  really  dictating  the 
kind  of  focus  and  direction. 

Attachment  D  highlights  for  your  information  the  fact  that  the 
$9.6  million  we  are  here  requesting  this  year  will  unlock  more  le- 
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verage,  about  $95  million,  in  private  sector  money.  The  reason  is 
that  we  have  created  a  transportation  taxing  district  in  the  general 
vicinity  of  the  234  B5T)ass.  We  were  allowed  to  do  this  by  special 
legislation  from  the  General  Assembly  several  years  £igo.  It  was 
kind  of  polished  up  and  improved  with  a  series  of  bills  that  were 
introduced  and  signed  by  the  Governor  this  year. 

So  the  key  to  really  finishing  this  vision  lies  with  some  Federal 
money  to  complete  the  interchange  with  1-66.  The  interchange  is 
estimated  at  $16  million.  Special  taxing  district  has  a  condition  at- 
tached to  it  that  we  cannot  really  start  selling  the  bonds  and  trig- 
ger the  $95  million  until  the  interchange  is  fully  funded.  So  there 
is  an  important  linkage  between  all  the  varied  efforts  we  have 
made  and  the  different  funding  streams  we  are  using. 

Having  said  that,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  going  to  stop  with  just  a 
final  comment  to  reinforce  the  cooperative  approach  that  northern 
Virginia  has  taken  in  the  last  year  and  a  half  to  identify  and  agree 
on  three  priority  projects.  You  have  heard  about  all  three  of  them. 

I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  be  here  and  I  will  try  to  answer 
any  questions  you  might  have. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Ms.  Seefeldt  follows:] 
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MARCH  23, 1993 
PREPARED  REMARKS 
KATHLEEN  K.  SEEFELDT,  CHAIRMAN 
PRINCE  WILLIAM  BOARD  OF  COUNTY  SUPERVISORS 


Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Subcommittee,  thanic  you  for  the 
opportunity  to  appear  today.  My  name  is  Kathleen  Seefeidt,  and  I  am  the 
Chairman  of  the  Prince  William  Board  of  County  Supervisors.  We  are  a 
community  of  approximately  230,000  people,  25  miles  southwest  of 
Washington. 

On  behalf  of  the  Board,  I  would  like  to  congratulate  you  as  the  new 
Chairman  and  invite  you  to  visit  our  community  when  your  schedule 
permits. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  seeking  $9.6  million  in  federal  demonstration 
funds  for  an  interchange  with  the  proposed  Route  234  Bypass  and 
Interstate  66.  Last  year,  you  approved  an  initial  appropriation  of  $2  million 
for  this  project.  That  appropriation  helped  us  secure  $4.4  million  in  state 
funding  for  right-of-way  acquisition.  We  are  seeking  $9.6  million  in  federal 
demonstration  funding  for  the  balance  of  this  $16  million  interchange. 
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Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  give  you  six  reasons  to  support  this 
project: 

■  Planning.  This  expenditure  is  part  of  a  $246  million  road 
improvement  program  in  Prince  William  County.  Just  over  60%  of  this 
program  is  funded  today  and  federal  assistance  will  leverage  considerable 
additional  funding.  (See  Attachment  A) 

■  Safety.  The  Route  234  Bypass  is  a  major  reliever  for  Sudley  Road. 
The  American  Automobile  Association  this  year  designated  Sudley  Road  as 
one  of  the  1 0  most  dangerous  highway  segments  in  the  Washington 
Metropolitan  Area.  The  Route  234  Bypass  will  remove  through  traffic  from 
Sudley  Road  and  substantially  enhance  automobile  safety  on  Sudley  Road. 
(See  Attachment  B) 

■  Regional  Circumferential  Movement.  The  Route  234  Bypass 
facilitates  the  circumferential  movement  which  is  so  lacking  in  Northern 
Virginia  today.  The  Fairfax  County  Parkway,  the  Prince  William  Parkway, 
and  the  Route  234  Bypass  will  serve  the  critical  suburb-to-suburb 
commuting  patterns  in  Northern  Virginia.  (See  Attachment  C) 
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■  Local  Connector.  The  Route  234  Bypass  is  a  critical  link  between 
1-95  and  1-66.  Completion  of  these  highway  improvements  will  bring  these 
population  and  employment  centers  closer  together. 

■  Economic  Development  The  Route  234  Bypass  will  serve  the  most 
important  commercial  and  industrial  corridor  in  Prince  William  County. 
Current  employers  include  IBM,  Atlantic  Research,  and  numerous  vibrant 
small  businesses.  The  Bypass  will  linl(  1-66  to  an  existing  commuter  rail 
station  and  the  l\/lanassas  Municipal  Airport,  the  busiest  general  aviation 
airport  in  Virginia. 

■  Private  Sector  Support  Commercial  and  industrial  land  owners  in 
this  area  have  agreed  to  an  additional  real  estate  tax  surcharge  of  20  cents 
per  hundred  dollars  of  assessed  valuation.  These  tax  revenues  can  be  used 
to  support  up  to  $95  million  in  state  contract  revenue  debt.  However,  the 
land  owners  have  insisted  that  the  interchange  be  fully  funded  before  they 
will  agree  to  these  higher  taxes.  In  effect,  Mr.  Chairman,  an  investment  of 
$9.6  million  by  Congress  will  unlock  an  additional  $95  million  in  privately 
financed  state  debt.  (See  Attachment  D) 
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Mr.  Chairman,  the  Route  234  Bypass  has  been  extensively  reviewed. 
It  has  been  the  top  County  road  priority  for  nearly  twenty  years.  Local  voters 
approved  $10  million  in  bonds  in  1988.  It  is  one  of  three  top  Northern 
Virginia  transportation  priorities,  as  determined  by  the  Transportation 
Coordinating  Council,  an  assemblage  of  state  and  local  elected  officials 
appointed  by  the  Governor.  Based  on  these  priorities,  the  1993  Virginia 
General  Assembly  appropriated  $31  million  for  the  Route  234  Bypass  in 
FY  94.  An  additional  $23  million  is  proposed  for  FY  95.  However,  the 
interchange  remains  unfunded. 

Finally,  Mr.  Chairman,  this  Subcommittee  last  year  reviewed  the 
record  and  determined  a  need  for  $2  million  in  demonstration  funds  for  this 
project.  I  hope  you  will  act  in  a  similar  fashion  this  year. 

I  will  be  happy  to  answer  any  questions. 

i  appreciate  the  courtesies  of  this  subcommittee  and  look  forward  to 
working  with  you  in  the  coming  year. 
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Attachnent  A 


PRINCE  WILLIAM  COUNTY 


$116  million  Fully  Funded  ■  I 

■  Homer  Road  Interchange  $21  million 

■  Prince  William  Parkway   $95  million 

$130  million  Partially  Funded  smmmmmtm 

■  Z-66  Interchange    $16  million 

■  1-66  to  Rt.  28      $54  million 

■  Rt.  28  to  Rt.  234   $51  million 

■  Liberia  Avenue      $9  million 


A 


lb  Richmond 
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Attachmen't  B 


AAA    199a    SmtYgY   or  top    10    WASHIHOTOW  MZmOPOLITAM   ACCIDEOT    CORKIPORSl 
DRIVER    ElmOR    CITgP   BY   AREA   POI,ICg    AS    PRgPOMIMAtrt    CAHSB   0»   ACCIDEWTS 

AAA  Po«omae  will  announce  at  a  press  conference  on  Tuesday,  Hovesber  17, 
th«  result*  of  it*  1993  survey  of  the  Xbp  10  Hashlagtoa  Ketrepoittan  Accident 
Corridors.  The  corrldora  are  ranked  according  to  accidents  per  hundred  million 
vehicle  miles  traveled  (hnvmt). 

Of  the  top  10  corridors  cited  in  this  survey,  Arlington  county  had  the 
greatest  number  of  dangerous  corridors  in  Northern  Virginia,  and  Charles  County 
had  the  most  ia  suburban  Maryland.  the  /I  most  dangerous  corridor  listed  has 
am  accident  rate  nearly  IS  tines  that  of  thoee  corridors  tied  for  the  #10  spot. 
Tha  fl  corridor  also  had  an  accident  rate  17  tines  that  of  the  highest  accident 
rate  found  on  the  Beltvay  (on  Route  120  from  Route  39S  southbound  to  shirling 
Road) . 

The  Top  10  high-risk  corridors  in  Virginia  and  Maryland,  liste<I  here  in 
descending  order  by  accident/injury  rate,  were  selected  from  primary  roads  that 
carry  at  least  10,000  vehicles  daily.  AAA  officials  then  gathered  data  on  the 
causes  of  accidents  for  the  corridors  from  area  police.  (See  sources  on  page 
8.) 


AAA  Potomac,  a  fully  tax  paying  not-for-profit  organization,  serves  the  Distnct  of  Columbia.  Suburban  Maryland  and  Nonnem  Virginia. 
Its  Objective  Is  to  improve  nwtohng  and  travel  for  the  public  ai  large  and  to  provide  654,000  local  AAA  memoers  with  travel,  Insurance, 
Gnandai  and  auto-relaled  services. 


9.  OW    ROOTB     234     rsmH.EY    ROAD>     noM    MORrWEHM    COUWTY    MKB    HAMASSA3    TO 

ROUTE    66 


coinnrvi  prince  William  (kd) 

"^NOTHi  2.61  miles 

XOTAI,  ACCIDEirtSt  333 

PERSONS  INJtm£Dl  182 

AVERAGE  DAILY  TRAPFICl  39,470 

ACCIDEinr  RATE  I  886/hmvmt 

TOP  THREE  CAUSES  Of  ACCIDENTS  I 

1.  Driver  did  not  have  right-of-way 

2.  Driver  inattention 

3.  Following  too  closely 
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Attachment  c 


VKGDOA 


MAtnAND 


Ftoni 


Fnm 
SkfineDrnt 


viKlNMunwwEmc 
sunoN 


1 — — I r 

0  s  n  IS    niomnns 


Fairfax  County  Parkway 


IPrince  William  Parkway/Route  234  Bypass 
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Attachment  D 

1993  SESSION 


LD7358633 


1  SENATE  BILL  NO.  673 

2  Offered  January  21,  1993 

3  A   BILL   to  amend  and  reenact  §  2  of  Chapter   710  of  the  Acts   of  Assembly   of   1990. 

4  relating  to  the  issuance  of  Commonwealth  of  Virginia  Transportation  Contract  Revenue 

5  .    nds  to  finance  the  cost  of  State  Route  234  Bypass  in  Prince   William  County  from 
•  State  Route  649  to  Interstate  66. 

7  


8  Patrons — Colgan,  Barry,  Chichester  and  Saslaw;  Delegates:  Brickley,  Marshall,  Parrish  and 

9  RoUison 

10  


11  Referred  to  the  Committee  on  Transportation 

12  

13  Be  it  enacted  by  the  General  Assembly  of  Virginia: 

14  1.  That  §  2  of  Chapter  710  of  the  Acts  of  Assembly  of  1990  is  amended  and  reenacted  as 

15  follows: 

16  §    2.    A.    Subject   to   the    preconditions   set    forth    herein    below    in   subsection    B,   the 

17  Conmionwealth  Transportation  Board  is  hereby  authorized,  by  and  with  the  consent  of  the 

18  Governor,  to  issue,  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  §§  33.1-267  through  33.1-295  of  the  Code  of 

19  Virginia,  at  one  time  or  from  time  to  time,  bonds  of  the  Commonwealth  to  be  designated 

20  "Commonwealth    of    Virginia    Transportation    Contract    Revenue    Bonds,    Series...,"    in    an 

21  aggregate  principal  amount  not  exceeding  $95,000,000  to  finance  the  cost  of  the  project  plus 

22  an    amount    for   the    issuance    costs,    reserve    funds,    and    other    financing   expenses.    The 

23  proceeds  of  such  bonds  shall  be  used  exclusively  for  the  purpose  of  providing  funds,  with 

24  any    other   available    funds,    for    paying   all    the    costs    incurred    or    to    be    incurred    for 

25  construction  of  State  Route  234  Bypass  in  Prince  William  County  from  State  Route  649  to 

26  Interstate  66,  including  an  interchange  at  State  Route  28,  consisting  of  the  acquisition  and 

27  construction  of  roadways  and  related  improvements  (the  "project").  Such  cost  may  include 

28  the  payment  of  interest  on  such  bonds  for  a  period  during  construction  and  not  exceeding 

29  one  year  after  completion  of  construction  of  the  project 

30  The    Commonwealth    Transportation   Board   may   choose    to  finance   and   construct    the 

31  profect   in  phases.    The   Commonwealth    Transportation   Board  may  choose  to  finance  and 

32  construct  priority  segments  of  the  project  and  priority  elements  of  the  profect  as  part  of  a 

33  phased  financing  and  construction  plan. 

34  Such  revenue  bonds  shall  be  issued  by  the  Commonwealth  Transportation  Board  and 

35  sold  through  the  Treasury  Board,  which  is  hereby  designated  the  sales  and  paying  agent  of 

36  the  Commonwealth  Transportation  Board  with  respect  to  such  bonds. 

37  B.  The  authority  granted  herein  shall  not  be  construed  to  obligate  the  Commonwealth 

38  Transportation   Board   to  a  specific   allocation   of   funds  to   the   project  and   is  expressly 

39  contingent    upon    the    fulfillment    of    the    following    conditions    as    determined    by    the 

40  Commonwealth  Transportation  Board: 

41  1.    the    The  establishment   of   a    Route    234    Bypass    Primary    Highway   Transportation 

42  Improvement  District  or  a  Transportation  Service  District  by  ordinance  of  the  County  of 

43  Prince   William,   or  implementation  of  an  alternative   mechanism   for  generation   of  local 

44  revenues  for  specific  funding  of  said  project  as  permitted  by  law  and  satisfactory  to  the 

45  Commonwealth  Transportation  Board; 

46  2.    completion    Completion   Of   all    required    procedures    for   the    establishment   of    the 
47_alignment  of  the  Route  234  Bypass; 

48*  3.  provision  Provision  of  funds  for  the  construction  of  a  new  interchange  at  the* 
49Bintersection  of  Interstate  66  and  the  Route  234  Bypass  from  other  sources  concurrently  with  I 
SOlthe  Route  234  Bypass,  which  is  being- funded  pursuant  to  this  Act;  I 

51  4.  the  The  finding  by  an  independent  consultant  to  the  Commonwealth  Transportation 

52  Board  that  the  anticipated  tax  proceeds  from  the  district  and  any  other  local  revenues  are 

53  adequate  with  other  available  funds  to  support  the  debt  issued  for  the  project;  and 

54  5.    the    The   approval    of    the    design    and    other    terms    of    the    rontrnri    between    the 
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Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you  very  much.  We  appreciate  your  testimony. 

The  234  Bypass  interchange  with  Route  66 — how  far  is  that 
spaced  from  the  Route  29 /Route  66  interchange? 

Ms.  Seefeldt.  The  existing  interchange  is  at  existing  234.  The 
next  interchange  to  the  west  is  identified  on  attachment  A  as 
Gainesville.  That  is  about  4  miles. 

Mr.  Carr.  That  is  4  miles  from  the  proposed  interchange  to  the 
Gainesville  exit? 

Ms.  Seefeldt.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Wolf? 

Mr.  Wolf.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Welcome  to  the  committee. 

This  project  was  recognized  last  year  in  our  bill,  but  I  also  think 
the  record  should  reflect  that  it  was  formerly  tied  up  through  the 
efforts  of  our  former  colleague,  Mr.  Mrazek,  who  had  been  very  in- 
strumental in  including  language.  Good  things  came  out  of  that  in 
the  past,  but  a  lot  of  impact  was  felt  in  the  county  because  there 
was  a  period  of  time  when  the  interchange  was  delayed.  How  long 
a  period  of  time  was  that? 

Ms.  Seefeldt.  It  was  from  1988  until  last  year. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Also  there  is  scheduled  to  be  a  bypass  eventually 
around  the  Manassas  Park,  the  battlefield,  which  would  eventually 
hook  into  this.  The  desirability  of  the  Manassas  Battlefield  legisla- 
tion that  passed  the  committee  and  then  passed  the  Congress  did 
several  things,  including  calling  eventually  for  a  study  of  the  clos- 
ing of  the  roads  that  intersect  the  park.  Right  now  there  is  heavy 
commercial  truck  traffic  through  the  park. 

This  has  all  been  so  intertwined  with  what  this  Congress  has 
done  both  in  this  committee  and  also  in  the  Parks  and  Recreation 
Committee,  and  also  by  an  act  of  Congress  by  both  the  House  and 
the  Senate. 

I  want  the  record  to  show  that  this  is  not  just  an  isolated  project, 
but  that  it  was  directly  impacted  for  a  period  of  time  in  a  very  neg- 
ative way,  but  hopefully  in  the  future  in  a  very  positive  way. 

I  thank  the  chairman  for  her  testimony.  You  make  a  good  case. 

Ms.  Seefeldt.  In  response  to  one  of  your  earlier  questions,  I 
think  self-help  always  needs  to  be  rewarded  strongly. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you.  It  is  nice  to  hear  from  all  of  you  again. 

Ms.  Seefeldt.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 


Tuesday,  March  23,  1993. 
GEORGETOWN  UNIVERSITY 

WITNESSES 

REVEREND    WILLIAM    L.    GEORGE,    SJ.,    SPECIAL    ASSISTANT    TO    THE 
PRESIDENT 

SAM  ROMANO,  PROGRAM  DIRECTOR  FUEL  CELL  BUS  PROGRAM 

Mr.  Carr.  Our  next  witness  will  be  Father  George,  special  assist- 
ant to  the  president  of  Georgetown  University. 

Reverend  George.  Good  morning,  Mr.  Chairman,  committee 
members,  and  staff.  Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  testify. 
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I  am  Father  George,  assistant  to  the  president  of  Georgetown 
University.  With  me  is  Mr.  Sam  Romano,  our  program  director.  If 
you  have  questions  that  deal  with  the  program,  he  can  probably 
answer  better  than  I  can. 

I  want  to  thank  the  committee  for  its  support  in  the  past.  The 
exciting  news  is  that  we  expect  the  first  fuel  cell  bus  to  roll  out  in 
September. 

It  is  fascinating  what  these  buses  do.  I  understand  that  it  takes 
250  of  these  buses  to  bring  out  as  much  hydrocarbon  as  one  diesel 
bus.  No  particulates  come  out  of  a  fuel  cell.  I  find  it  exciting  that 
we  can  do  that  and  have  buses  that  actually  fit  the  white  book  re- 
quirements of  the  Federal  Transit  Administration. 

We  are  asking  the  committee  to  provide  $2.5  million  to  finish  the 
final  three  prototypes  and  the  test  program,  which  includes  things 
like  spare  parts  and  making  sure  that  they  do  what  they  are  sup- 
posed to  do.  Then  we  wanted  to  ask  the  committee  to  consider  what 
was  started  last  year  in  providing  some  funding  for  building  the  in- 
dustry to  produce  the  buses. 

We  were  hoping  that  the  committee  would  consider  $12  million 
for  those  non-recurring  costs  that  would  begin  to  develop  the  fleet 
of  buses  developed  by  industry  and  Corporate  America,  which  is 
really  what  we  need. 

That  is  basically  what  I  want  to  thank  you  for  and  hope  for. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Rev.  George  follows:] 
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Subcommittee  on  Transportation 

Committee  on  Appropriations 

Mardi  23,  1993 


Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  Committee,  we  are  Rev.  William  L.  George,  S.J.  and 
Rev.  T.  Byion  Collins,  S.J.,  assistants  to  the  president  of  Georgetown  University.  Thank  you 
for  the  opportunity  to  testify  on  the  subject  of  the  Fuel  Cell  Bus  Program.  We  would  like  to 
congratulate  the  Committee  for  having  the  foresight  to  sponsor  the  innovative  Fuel  Cell  Bus 
Program.  It  stands  as  an  exemplar  of  the  new  technologies  that  President  Clinton  has  proposed 
to  use  in  dealing  with  our  nation's  problems. 

We  would  like  to  thank  the  Committee  for  the  continuing  support  of  this  vital  fuel  cell 
powered  bus  program  in  two  areas.  First  your  support  for  the  continuation  of  the  Phase  n  effort 
which  will  result  in  the  roll-out  of  the  first  of  these  advanced  buses  as  scheduled  in  September 
of  this  year.  And  if  all  goes  well,  we  also  expect  to  display  the  first  bus  at  the  American  Public 
Transit  Association  (APTA),  International  Public  Transit  Expo  '93  in  New  Orleans  in  October. 
Equally  important,  your  support  for  the  non-recurring  engineering  and  tooling  costs  that  will 
allow  the  fuel  cells  for  the  production  version  of  these  buses  to  be  produced  in  the  United  States 
is  appreciated.  This  is  a  positive  step  in  bringing  back  to  the  U.S.  the  advanced  technology 
which  originated  here  and  it  will  create  much  needed  manufacturing  jobs. 
Continuation  of  the  Fuel  Cell  Bus  Prototype 

We  request  the  Committee  to  provide  $2.5  million  in  FY'94  for  the  continuation  of  the 
Phase  II  Fuel  Ceil  Bus  Prototype  effort  and  the  start  of  the  Phase  III  test  program.  To  date  the 
committee  has  appropriated  approximately  $6.0  million  for  this  effort  which  has  resulted  in  the 
design  and  development  of  the  three  advanced  fuel  cell  powered  transit  buses  to  be  delivered  in 
the  current  Phase  II  program.    The  testing  program,  Phase  III  will  require  an  additional  $1.0 
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million  in  FY'95  to  complete. 

Tests  and  analysis  to  date  indicate  that  these  first  generation  buses  will  perform  as 
expected  and  that  the  production  units  will  exceed  performance  offered  by  current  diesel 
powered  buses  in  terms  of  near  zero  emissions,  fiiel  economy,  passenger  acceptance  and  life 
cycle  costs.  We  expect  the  testing  of  these  buses  will  provide  all  the  data  we  need  to  allow  us 
to  go  into  production  for  buses  that  will  meet  the  needs  of  any  public  transit  agency. 
Domestic  Fuel  Cell  Coimnercialization  Program 

We  also  ask  the  Committee  to  provide  $12  million  in  FY'94  to  continue  the  funding 
provided  in  FY'93  of  $5.1  million  for  the  non-recurring  costs  required  to  produce  a  U.S. 
designed  phosphoric  acid  fiiel  cell  system  for  these  buses.  The  fuel  cells  to  be  used  for  the  first 
three  buses  in  the  Phase  II  program,  while  initially  designed  in  the  U.S.  have  been  licensed  and 
built  in  Japan.  The  time  phasing  of  this  effort  will  allow  us  to  use  U.S.  built  fuel  cell  systems 
for  the  next  buses  to  be  built  for  the  fleet  testing  program.  This  program  will  have  buses 
operating  in  several  transit  properties  across  the  country.  Attached  is  the  multi-year  program 
for  the  U.S.  produced  Fuel  Cell  Bus  System. 

Again,  as  we  mentioned  in  our  FY  '93  testimony,  this  bus  program  is  the  pathfmder 
program  for  the  application  of  fuel  cells  for  transportation  and  has  given  us  a  significant 
worldwide  lead.  We  have  already  been  informed  that  transit  properties  in  many  states  wish  to 
place  an  order  for  these  bases  as  soon  as  possible.  Your  continued  support  for  this  program  will 
allow  us  to  maintain  that  lead  and  perhaps  open  up  opportunities  to  export  these  buses  to  other 
countries  where  environmental  problems  are  even  more  severe  than  those  in  our  country. 

On  behalf  of  Rev.  Leo  J.  O'Donovan,  S.J.,  President  of  Georgetown  University,  we 
thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  testify. 
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Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you,  Father. 

You  say  in  your  testimony  on  page  2  that  while  initially  designed 
in  the  U.S.  the  program  has  been  licensed  and  built  in  Japan. 

Reverend  George.  Not  the  program.  When  we  started  this  pro- 
gram, we  were  the  Englehart  Corporation,  which  had  the  fuel  cell 
patents.  Because  they  didn't  have  the  funds  to  continue  that  pro- 
gram, they  sold  and  licensed  those  patents  to  Fuji  in  Japan.  So  Fuji 
will  supply  the  first  fuel  cell  stack  for  the  first  three  buses. 

Fuji  has  then  in  turn  relicensed  back  to  H-Power  Corporation 
those  patents.  H-Power  will  then — if  the  program  goes  as  sched- 
uled— be  producing  the  fuel  cells  and  building  the  stacks.  We  are 
excited  that  right  now  the  first  three  will  be  85  percent  American- 
made  buses,  except  for  the  stacks,  which  will  be  put  together  in 
New  Jersey.  In  the  future,  they  will  be  all  American-made.  When  I 
first  started  this  off,  we  wanted  it  all  American-made,  and  now 
we're  back  to  it. 

I  guess  it  was  economics,  but  fortunately  we  have  the  bus  work- 
ing. 

Mr.  Carr.  You  say  that  these  are  built  in  New  Jersey? 

Reverend  George.  No,  the  stacks.  The  first  fuel  cell  buses  will  be 
put  together  by  BMI  in  California.  That  is  where  the  contracts  are 
right  now.  So  the  stacks — like  the  engine — will  be  assembled  in 
New  Jersey.  Then  the  buses  will  be  put  together  and  manufactured 
in  California. 

I  have  a  picture  of  what  they  look  like.  It  looks  like  a  normal 
bus. 

Mr.  Carr.  For  the  record,  I  am  looking  at  a  picture  of  a  30-foot 
fuel  bus  prototype. 

It  shows  the  RTD  logo  on  it  from  California.  Is  that  promotional, 
or  are  they  tied  into  this  project? 

Reverend  George.  California  has  put  in  $2.8  million  into  the  pro- 
gram through  the  Department  of  Energy.  It  is  jointly  funded  by  the 
FTA  and  the  DOE,  with  the  DOE  handling  the  energy  component 
and  FTA  handling  the  actual  transportation  mode  of  it. 

One  of  the  interesting  things  about  these  buses  is  that  they  can 
handle  methanol,  ethanol,  natural  gas,  and  hydrogen.  And  it  fits 
the  white  book.  You  aren't  limited  in  your  range.  You  just  dump 
the  water  and  fill  the  tank. 

Mr.  Carr.  Give  me  in  some  detail,  please,  the  relationship  of 
Georgetown  University  to  this  project. 

Reverend  George.  Sam  has  brilliantly  managed — with  a  little 
help  from  me — two  agencies,  a  number  of  companies,  and  worked 
with  the  transit  industry  to  ensure  that  we  get  a  practical  bus  that 
works.  Sam  originally  worked  for  General  Motors  years  and  years 
ago,  and  then  got  into  the  advanced  energy  efficient  and  clean  cre- 
ative type  of  transportation  issues. 

What  the  university  did  was  to  manage  those  very  divergent  in- 
terests so  that  we  came  out  with  an  actual  bus.  You  might  have 
still  been  studying  the  Department  of  Energy  and  FTA  wasn't 
really  into  developing  practical  research  products.  That  was  one  of 
the  complaints  the  committee  had  years  ago,  that  they  weren't 
really  using  their  research  capacity  to  get  things  on  the  road. 

Originally,  I  wanted  a  fleet  for  Georgetown  because  our  old  Mer- 
cedes diesels  were  wearing  down  and  we  had  cannibalized  so  many 
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of  them,  we  couldn't  even  get  parts  for  them.  We  saw  that  the  Fed- 
eral Government  was  interested  in  clean  vehicles  in  theory.  We 
asked  the  committee  if  it  would  consider  really  studying  this  to  see 
if  there  was  something  practical  that  could  be  done  to  work  clean- 

ly. 

It  doesn't  look  as  if  we  re  going  to  get  a  fleet  of  it,  because  there 
are  only  going  to  be  a  few  buses  right  now.  We  are  within  the  origi- 
nal budget  that  we  anticipated,  even  though  we  are  2  years  late  be- 
cause of  bureaucracy  we  had  to  work  through. 

But  our  interest  then  switched  to  something  a  little  more  idealis- 
tic, that  if  we  could  create  the  first  clean  buses  we  would  do  some- 
thing for  our  world.  That  is  what  kept  me  in  it.  We  could  have 
bought  $60,000  diesel  buses  years  ago  and  just  ended  this,  but  it  is 
important.  I  think  we  will  have  an  actual  vehicle  on  the  road  and 
we  will  prove  to  some  of  the  doubting  Thomases  that  you  can  build 
a  bus  that  can  climb  as  high  as  it  is  supposed  to,  can  go  as  far  as  it 
has  to,  can  go  as  fast,  and  be  as  safe. 

So  that  is  how  we  got  involved.  We  are  basically  managing  all 
those  divergent  pieces  that  could  have  gone  in  a  lot  of  directions. 

Mr.  Carr.  Is  there  any  research  involved  in  this  that  is  part  of 
the  Georgetown  scientific  research? 

Reverend  George.  No,  we're  not  a  research  institution  as  such. 
We  are  just  a  fine  liberal  arts  institution.  The  purpose  of  a  liberal 
education  is  to  free  a  mind  so  that  it  can  think  for  itself  and  find 
its  own  solutions.  You  learn  history  so  you  don't  make  the  same 
mistakes.  You  study  philosophy  so  you  don't  make  the  same  mis- 
takes and  realize  that  we  make  progress  in  how  we  think  about 
living.  Geography — whatever. 

We  had  a  problem.  Originally,  we  needed  buses.  How  can  you 
creatively  justify  working  towards  a  fleet?  We  met  our  needs  with 
the  Federal  Government's  needs.  That  is  how  we  got  started,  in 
trying  to  solve  a  problem  practically.  We  didn't  have  the  resources 
ourselves,  but  we  knew  where  to  go  to  find  the  answers. 

There  was  a  lot  of  research  that  nobody  was  doing  an5^hing 
with.  Researchers  were  off  to  future  research.  We  found  that  they 
had  solved  the  problem  intellectually,  but  had  not  really  gotten  it 
from  the  shelf  into  the  real  world  to  solve  a  problem  that  we  have. 
We  took  that  and  did  something  with  it. 

Mr.  Carr.  So  Georgetown  University  is  in  the  nature  of  a  sys- 
tems integrator  contractor? 

Mr.  Romano.  Just  as  managers.  Yes,  that  is  correct. 

Mr.  Carr.  Does  the  university  take  any  of  the  money  for  over- 
head? 

Reverend  George.  Over  the  years  we  have  taken  about  $2  mil- 
lion and  provided  about  $250,000  match.  Over  the  years,  since  1987. 
We  could  have  probably  bought  the  buses  for  less.  [Laughter.] 

Mr.  Carr.  So  from  1987  to  today,  how  much  have  you  had  appro- 
priated? 

Reverend  George.  From  this  committee,  about  $6  million. 

Mr.  Carr.  And  the  university  has  matched  some  of  that? 

Reverend  George.  We  have  put  up  about  $300,000  of  contribu- 
tions out  of  the  overhead. 
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But  $6  million  didn't  go  to  the  university.  Over  the  years,  $2  mil- 
lion came  to  the  university  in  the  form  of  paying  for  the  people  in- 
volved in  the  usual  things. 

Mr.  Carr.  Basically,  the  systems  contract  manager  fee  was  $2 
million?  From  1987  to  present? 

Reverend  George.  That's  correct.  The  project  cost  over  those 
years  has  been  around  $16  million  over  those  7  years.  The  Depart- 
ment of  Energy  has  put  up  the  rest,  and  there  has  been  a  25  per- 
cent match  from  the  companies  that  bid.  In  part  of  the  bid  pack- 
age, we  demanded  that  there  be  a  match.  You  can  say  that  about 
25  percent  was  matched  over  the  years. 

Mr.  Carr.  Of  the  $16  million,  25  percent? 

Reverend  George.  Yes.  And  of  that,  we  have  pulled  in  about  $2 
million  in  overhead. 

Mr.  Carr.  And  what  is  Georgetown  doing  for  its  bus  needs? 

Reverend  George.  Right  now,  we  are  driving  Fords.  They  are 
smaller,  but  that  is  what  we  needed  to  do. 

Mr.  Romano.  Mr.  Chairman,  you  asked  about  the  RTD  logo  on 
that  bus.  We  are  having  three  buses  built,  the  first  to  roll  out  in 
September  and  the  next  following  very  shortly.  Of  those  three 
buses,  one  will  go  to  Los  Angeles  for  evaluation,  one  to  Washington 
for  evaluation,  and  one  to  Chicago.  Those  three  buses  will  be  the 
prototypes  of  what  we  are  looking  for  as  a  fleet  of  buses. 

Los  Angeles  thinks  this  is  the  right  project  and  they  would  like 
to  be  part  of  the  program  in  looking  for  a  small  fleet  to  evaluate. 

Mr.  Carr.  Who  currently  holds  the  patents? 

Mr.  Romano.  The  Department  of  Energy  has  some  of  the  basic 
patents  on  the  fuel  cell.  As  Father  George  said,  Englehart  was  the 
source  of  those  patents.  They  were  working  partly  under  Govern- 
ment contracts  and  partly  under  private  money.  They  sold  their  li- 
cense to  Fuji,  so  Fuji  is  building  them  under  license  to  Englehart.  I 
think  also  some  of  the  U.S.  patents  might  be  allowed  to  be  used  by 
Fuji. 

What  we  are  trying  to  do  with  this  program  is  to  bring  that  back 
to  the  U.S.  We  want  to  get  that  technology  back  here  and  we  want 
to  have  a  U.S.  manufacturer  make  these  fuel  cells  for  future  buses. 
Even  though  the  first  three  will  be  Fuji  fuel  cells,  we  want  the 
next  batch  to  be  U.S.-produced. 

This  program  is  designed  to  bring  the  technology  back  to  the 
U.S. 

Mr.  Carr.  The  Federal  Government  holds  some  patents  in  this? 

Mr.  Romano.  Yes.  Some  of  the  Englehart  work  was  cost-shared 
work  in  working  for  NASA  and  the  Department  of  Defense.  I  am 
not  sure  the  extent  to  which  the  Federal  Government  holds  the 
patents.  Some  of  the  technologies  were  developed  with  Federal 
funds  and  the  U.S.  has  the  rights  to  the  data  on  those  patents. 

Mr.  Carr.  It  would  seem  that  with  so  much  Federal  support  for 
this  that 

Mr.  Romano.  I  am  sorry.  This  is  the  previous  program. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  understand,  but  I  am  talking  about  now. 

What  is  the  financial  arrangement  now?  The  Federal  Govern- 
ment is  giving  money  through  you  to  Englehart  to  build 

Mr.  Romano.  Giving  money  to  the  prime  contractors.  Englehart 
is  no  longer  involved.  They  got  out  of  it 
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Mr.  Carr.  Who  is  the  prime  contractor? 

Mr.  Romano.  H-Power  in  New  Jersey. 

Mr.  Carr.  What  do  they  do? 

Mr.  Romano.  They  are  the  prime  contractor.  Their  job  is  to  com- 
plete the  design  and  assemble  the  buses. 

Georgetown's  role  as  systems  manager — we  work  directly  for  the 
Department  of  Energy.  We  are  not  involved  in  the  H-Power  con- 
tract. We  don't  give  money  to  H-Power.  The  Department  of  Energy 
and  the  Department  of  Transportation  give  the  money  to  H-Power. 
We  get  money  directly  from  the  Department  of  Energy  to  manage 
the  overall  program. 

Mr.  Carr.  So  DOE  and  DOT  are  giving  money  to  H-Power. 

Mr.  Romano.  That's  correct. 

Mr.  Carr.  With  a  fee  to  Georgetown. 

Mr.  Romano.  We  have  a  contract  with  the  Department  of  Energy 
to  manage  this  program  from  a  technical  and  fiscal  point  of  view. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you.  I  now  have  a  better  understanding  of  what 
is  going  on. 

Mr.  Wolf. 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  have  no  questions,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you. 


Tuesday,  March  23,  1993. 
GREATER  ORLANDO  AVIATION  AUTHORITY 

WITNESSES 

HON.  BILL  McCOLLUM,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 
STATE  OF  FLORIDA 

BRUCE  STARLING,  ASSISTANT  EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR,  INTERNATIONAL 
DEVELOPMENT,  GREATER  ORLANDO  AVIATION  AUTHORITY 

GEORGE  SEEL,  ASSISTANT  EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR,  ENGINEERING  AND 
CONSTRUCTION,  GREATER  ORLANDO  AVIATION  AUTHORITY 

Mr.  Carr.  Our  next  witness  will  be  our  good  friend,  Congressman 
Bill  McCollum. 

Mr.  McCollum.  Norm  Glass  isn't  here  today,  Mr.  Chairman.  He 
has  been  ill,  unfortunately. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  understand  that.  I  saw  him  not  too  long  ago. 

Maybe  you  can  introduce  the  panel  and  extend  my  best  wishes  to 
Norm.  I  hope  he  is  all  right. 

Mr.  McCollum.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  be  delighted  to  do  that. 

As  you  know,  our  Greater  Orlando  Aviation  Authority  is  here  to 
testify.  The  situation  with  Norm  Glass  is  the  fact  that  he  is  ill  and 
has  had  some  problems  that  did  not  allow  him  to  come  today. 

Bruce  Starling  is  with  us.  You  may  have  met  him  in  Orlando. 
Bruce  is  director  of  our  international  operations  for  the  airport, 
and  at  Norm's  request  is  here  today  to  testify.  He  will  be  our  pri- 
mary witness  today. 

Mr.  Starling.  George  Seel  is  our  director  of  engineering  and 
construction  will  be  with  us  and  he  may  be  able  to  provide  answers 
to  technical  questions. 
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Mr.  McCoLLUM.  I  am  only  here  to  perform  the  introduction.  I 
have  known  Bruce  Starling  for  many  years  and  he  is  a  very  capa- 
ble individual. 

I  am  not  going  to  try  to  elaborate  on  his  credentials.  I  think  he 
has  a  presentation  to  make  and  I  will  be  glad  to  join  in  with  him 
as  I  do  support  what  he  is  saying. 

Mr.  Starling.  Thank  you  very  much,  Congressman  McCollum. 

I  think  substituting  for  Norm  Glass  is  a  very  difficult  thing  to  do. 
We  brought  four  people  instead  of  just  one.  Norm  is  doing  better. 
He  was  sick  over  the  weekend  and  he  sends  his  regards  to  you,  Mr. 
Chairman,  and  to  the  committee.  George  Seel  is  here  with  me.  He 
is  our  director  of  construction  and  engineering. 

We  thank  you  for  this  opportunity.  We  will  be  very  brief.  It  is 
bad  enough  to  be  a  principal  and  testify,  but  to  be  a  substitute,  you 
have  to  be  even  more  brief. 

To  tell  you  about  our  airport  and  some  of  the  things  we're  doing, 
it  is  all  in  our  briefing  book.  We  are  15,000  acres.  We  are  the 
second  largest  landed  airport  in  the  United  States.  We  are  an  O&D 
airport,  origin  and  destination  airport,  and  90  percent  of  our  pas- 
sengers need  intermodal  transportation  when  they  get  off  the  air- 
plane. We  are  ranked  the  16th  busiest  airport  in  the  United  States 
of  America. 

We  have  grown  from  6  million  passengers  in  1981.  This  year, 
1992,  we  hit  21  million  plus  passengers.  So  we  have  gone  from  6 
million  to  21  million.  The  1992  increases  were  substantial  with 
international  being  our  biggest  growth. 

We  have  spent  roughly  $1.5  billion  in  construction  over  the  last 
14  years.  Each  year,  that  created  numerous  jobs  in  the  central 
Florida  area.  Our  annual  debt  service  is  about  $83  million.  That 
has  put  a  huge  bite  into  what  our  future  can  be,  especially  with  the 
airlines  being  in  the  condition  they  are. 

Our  past  growth  was  61  percent  over  the  last  5  years  and  our 
future  growth — we  are  looking  at  148  percent  increase  in  interna- 
tional pEissengers  over  the  next  5  years.  That  will  put  us  at  about 
30  million  passengers  by  the  year  1998,  up  from  21  million  last 
year. 

Our  development  plan  to  meet  the  future  aviation  needs  is  in 
place  now.  It  is  a  $640  million  plan  over  the  next  5  years.  We  have 
applied  for  a  $250  million  letter  of  intent  to  help  fund  that  capital 
plan. 

In  the  briefing  book — and  I  will  not  go  over  the  number  of 
projects  we  have  outlined — there  are  14  projects.  We  as  a  staff 
spent  many  hours  going  through  these  projects  and  prioritizing 
these  projects.  Many  times  you  don't  want  to  do  that,  but  we  felt  as 
if  it  was  only  fair  to  this  committee  for  us  to  tell  you  what  we 
thought  was  most  important. 

On  page  1,  right  after  our  introductory  pages,  there  is  a  list  of 
some  14  projects.  I  will  only  mention  our  number  one  project,  a  re- 
habilitation of  our  runway  18  left,  36  right.  It  is  a  $25  million  re- 
quest that  we  have  in  to  the  FAA.  It  is  to  rehab  one  of  our  12,000- 
foot  runways.  We  have  all  the  environmental,  we  have  airline  ap- 
proval, and  we  are  ready  to  go  at  a  moment's  notice. 

Other  than  that,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  don't  want  to  take  any  more 
time.  I  thank  you  for  letting  us  come.  I  want  to  say  hello  to  you 
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from  Mr.  Glass  and  say  that  we  need  your  help  and  support  on  our 
application  to  the  FAA  for  our  pending  letter  of  intent. 

Thank  you,  sir. 

[The  prepared  statement  follows:] 
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GREATER  ORLANDO  AVIATION  AUTHORITY 


Orlando  International  Airport 
\Jforrh  9*^     lOO*^  One  Airport  Boulevard 

Marcn  ZJ,    IVyj  Orlando,  Florida  32827-4399 

<407)  825-2001 

THE  GREATER  ORLANDO  AVIATION  AUTHORITY'S 

TESTIMONY  BEFORE  THE 

TRANSPORTATION  APPROPRIATIONS  SUBCOMMITTEE 


The  Greater  Orlando  Aviation  Authority  (GOAA)  considers  it  a  distinct  privilege  to  present 
testimony  to  the  Transportation  Appropriations  Subcommittee  and  deeply  appreciates  the 
opportunity  to  provide  a  comprehensive  report  on  the  status  of  Florida's  leading  gateway,  the 
Orlando  International  Airport.  The  Airport  is  located  on  nearly  15,000  acres  and  is  the  second 
largest  landmass  airport  in  the  United  States.  Identified  as  an  "Origin  and  Destination"  airport, 
90%  of  all  arriving  passengers  require  some  form  of  intermodal  transportation. 

Orlando  International  Airport  has  experienced  unprecedented  growth  in  the  past  eleven  years, 
and  is  ranked  the  18th  busiest  airport  in  the  nation.  In  1992,  domestic  passenger  traffic 
increased  by  13.3%,  and  international  traffic  increased  27.5%.  During  this  same  period,  more 
than  21.1  million  passengers  used  the  airport  as  compared  to  only  6  miDion  in  1981.  This 
exceptional  growth  rate  has  significantly  impacted  the  development  of  the  airport,  and  has 
required  the  Authority  to  undertake  extensive  capacity  improvements.  In  fourteen  years, 
Orlando  International  Airport  construction  costs  were  $1.5  billion.  The  Authority  was  required 
to  issue  revenue  bonds  to  finance  most  of  the  capacity  improvements.  The  resulting  annual  debt 
service  of  $83  million  severely  limits  the  ability  of  the  Authority  to  finance  future  airfield 
development.  The  growth  and  development  of  the  Orlando  International  Airport  has  served  as 
a  strong  catalyst  for  the  Central  Florida  economy.  In  1992,  the  Orlando  International  Airport 
generated  a  $5.4  billion  economic  impact  in  Central  Florida.  Approximately  10,500  jobs  are 
directly  associated  with  the  airport.  International  and  domestic  tourists  contributed  $2.4  billion 
to  the  Orlando  metropolitan  economy.  As  the  world's  most  popular  tourist  destination.  Central 
Florida  substantially  attracts  foreign  currency  to  assist  in  the  balance  of  trade. 

According  to  an  independent  Peat  Marwick  study,  within  the  next  five  years,  total  passenger 
traffic  is  expected  to  increase  by  61%  and  international  activities  will  increase  148%.  In  1998 
nearly  30  million  passengers  are  expected  to  use  Orlando  International  Airport. 

In  an  effort  to  satisfy  future  aviation  demands  in  Central  Florida,  the  Orlando  International 
Airport  has  developed  a  $640  million  Airport  Capital  Plan  (ACP).  The  plan  specifically  focuses 
on  projects  to  improve  airfield  capacity  and  access  to  the  airport.  Three  critical  elements  of  this 
plan  include  the  total  rdiabilitation  of  Runway  1 8L/36R,  construction  of  mid-crossfield  taxiway 
bridges  for  vehicle/rail  traffic,  and  the  widening  of  South  Access  Road  from  two  lanes  to  six. 
At  present,  the  Greater  Orlando  Aviation  Authority  has  requested  the  FAA  to  issue  a  four-year 
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"Letter  of  Intent"  for  $250  million  to  partially  fund  the  ACP.  This  amount  represents  the 
federal  share  of  project  costs,  and  cannot  be  reduced  by  the  collection  of  Passenger  Facility 
Charges  (PFC),  previously  committed  to  other  projects. 

On  August  17,  1992,  the  Greater  Orlando  Aviation  Authority  requested  the  FAA  to  consider 
issuing  a  "Letter  of  Intent,"  which  would  obligate  future  entitlement/discretionary  funding.  In 
addition,  a  Preapplication  (OIA-93-02)  was  filed  with  the  Airport  District  Office  (ADO)  on 
November  25,  1992  in  anticipation  of  possible  FAA  funding  (copy  enclosed). 

Therefore,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  Greater  Orlando  Aviation  Authority  is  hopeful  the  FAA  will 
approve  our  "Letter  of  Intent" ,  and  the  required  Congressional  notification  will  be  favorably 
viewed  by  your  committee. 

The  economic  benefits  derived  as  the  result  of  implementing  the  airport's  capacity  improvement 
program  include  the  creation  of  hundreds  of  construction  jobs  and  generate  financial  incentives 
to  develop  new  permanent  employment  opportunities  for  the  community.  Orlando  International 
Airport  is  strategically  located  and  serves  as  a  pivotal  point  for  international  commerce  and 
trade.  The  further  development  of  the  airport  will  attract  foreign  investment  due  to  its  unique 
ability  to  offer  large  tracts  of  land  for  industrial  use.  The  construction  of  a  state-of-the-are 
USDA  Plant  Inspection  Station  and  Perishable  Handling  Center  at  Orlando  International  Airport 
reveal  the  true  potential  of  the  airport. 
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ORLANDO  INTERNATIONAL  AIRPORT 


Photograph  Dated:  January,  1993 
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GREATER  ORLANDO  AVIATION  AUTHORITY 


Orlando  International  Airport 

One  Airport  Boulevard 

Orlando.  Florida  32827-4399 

(407)  825-2001 

November  25  1992 


Mr.  Charles  E.  Blair 

Manager 

Orlando  Airports  District  Office 

Federal  Aviation  Administration 

9677  Tradeport  Drive 

Suite  130 

Orlando,   Fl .  32827-5397 

Re:  Pre-Appli cation  for  Federal  Assistance 
Request  for  Letter  of  Intent 
Pre-Appli cation  No.  OIA-93-02 
Airport  Improvement  Projects  for 
Orlando  International  Airport 

Dear  Mr.  Blair: 

In  accordance  with  our  previous  discussions  and  our  letter  of  November 
10,  1992,  regarding  a  "Letter  of  Intent",  enclosed  is  an  Original  and 
Two  (2)" copies  of  a  Pre-Application  for  Federal  Assistance  for 
construction  of  those  projects. 

It  is  respectfully  requested  that  a  Letter  of  Intent  be  issued  in  the 
amount  of  $250,000,000  to  the  City  of  Orlando/Greater  Orlando  Aviation 
Authority  at  your  earliest  convenience. 

If  you  have  any  further  questions  or  require  additional  information, 
please  contact  us  at  your  earliest  opportunity. 

Sincerely, 


/George  «.   Se^lTP.El 
Assistant  Executive  ^i rector 
Engineering  and  ConstKuction 

eb 

Enclosures:  As  noted 

cc:  Mr.  Michael  J.  Martin,  F/DOT 
A.  Gordon  Arkin,  Esq. 

Messrs.  Glass,  Jennings,  Schandel ,  Brancheau,  GOAA 
Mrs.  M.  Riley,  Acting  Finance  Dir.,  GOAA 
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APPLICATION  FOR 
FEOEHAL  A<=S1STANCE 


IMo.  01AJ-OO4I 


n/25/92 


OIA-93-02 


a 


1.  iMTv  aacDVTD  •*  n*n 


«.  ft*n  •«cxmo  rr  rvDCiui.  aoooct 


Ci ty  of  Orlando 


Greater  Orlando  Aviatinn  Anthnpi 


rir,j^ 


One  Airport  boulevard 

Orange  County 

Orlanao,    Florida  32a27-4399 


■  fH#MO»  o«  ff«  owon  to  b*  oomaciad  on  manan  ■wwowwj 


George  W.  Seel ,  P.E. 
(407)  b25-3528 
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±J_J 
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Orlando  Airports  District  Office 
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12/97 
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PREAPPLICATION  FOR  FEDERAL  ASSISTANCE 


OMfl  NO.  ta-Moit- 


PART  II 


1.  Does  this  assistance  fecuest  recuiie  Slate,  local,  regional  or  otiier  priofity  lating'  . 


.  Yes        XX      "(o 


2.  Does  lliis  assistance  require  State  or  local,  advisory,  educational  or  health  clearance'. 


.Yes 


-No 


3.  Does  this  assistance  request  require  Clearinghouse  review?  . 


.Yes. 


.No 


4.  Does  Ihis  assistance  recuest  reijiire  State,  local,  regional  or  other  planning  approval?. 


Yes. 


.No 


5.  Is  the  proposed  project  covered  by  an  approved  comprehensive  plan?. 


Yes. 


.No 


Airport  Master  Plan 


6.  Will  the  assistance  requested  serve  a  Federal  installation?. 


Yes. 


.No 


7.  Will  the  assistance  requested  be  on  Federal  land  or  installation^. 


Yes 


.No 


8.  Will  the  assistance  requested  have  an  effect  on  the  environment'. 


.Yes. 


.10   F0N5rs  WILL  BE  ON  FILE 
WITH  FAA. 


9.  Will  the  assistance  requested  cause  the  displacement  of  individuals,  (amities,  businesses,  or  (arms? . 


.Yes. 


.No 


10.  Is  there  other  related  assistance  (or  this  project  previous,  pending,  or  anticipated'. 


.Yes. 


.No 


PART  III  -  PROJECT  BUDGET 

rEOE"?*!.  CATALOG 
NUMBER 

TYPE   OF    ASSISTANCE 
LOAN.  GRANT.  ETC, 

FIRST  SUDCET  PERIOD 

BALANCE  OF  PROJECT 

"■(ai 

TOTAL 

L         20.106 

Letter  of 
Intent 

$250,000,000 

Z. 

3. 

4. 

S. 

S. Total  Federal  Contribution 

S 

S 

S      250,000,000 

7.  Stale  Contribution 

B.  Applicant  Contribution 

83,333,333 

9.  Other  Contributions 

10.  Totals 

S 

$ 

S      333,333,333 

PART  lY  _  PkOGRAJA  NARRATIVE  STATEMENT 

(Anaeli  rmr  •■••fr«cti««) 

ATTACHED                                          ' 

FAA  Fons  SMOJO     l«-TJI    SUPERSEDES  FAA  FORM     SIOO-I 


Pog.} 
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Attachmen!:  3 


Certification   for   Contracts,   Grants,   Loans,   and   Cooperative 

Agreements 

The  undersigned  certifies,  to  the  best  of  his  or  her  knowledge  and 

belief,  that: 

(1)  No  Federal  appropriated  funds  have  been  paid  or  will  be  paid, 
by  or  on  behalf  of  the  undersigned,  to  any  person  for  influencing 
or  attempting  to  influence  an  officer  or  employee  of  any  agency, 
a  Member  of  Congress,  an  officer  or  employee  of  Congress,  or  an 
employee  of  a  Member  of  Congress  in  connection  with  the  awarding 
of  any  Federal  contract,  the  making  of  any  Federal  grant,  the 
making  of  any  Federal  loan,  the  entering  into  of  any  cooperative 
agreement,  and  the  extension,  continuation,  renewal,  amendment,  or 
modification  of  any  Federal  contract,  grant,  loan  or  cooperative 
agreement . 

(2)  If  any  funiJs  other  than  Federal  appropriated  funds  have  been 
paid  or  will  be^^aid  to  any  person  for  influencing  or  attempting 
to  influence  an  officer  or  employee  of  any  agency,  a  Member  of 
Congress,  an  officer  or  employee  of  Congress,  or  an  employee  of  a 
Member  of  Congress  in  connection  with  this  Federal  contract,  grant, 
loan,  or  cooperative  agreement,  the  undersigned  shall  complete  and 
submit  Standard  Form-LLL,  "Disclosure  of  Lobby  Activities,"  in 
accordance  with  its  instructions. 

(3)  The  undersigned  shall  require  that  the  language  of  this 
certification  be  included  in  the  award  documents  for  all  subawards 
at  all  tiers  (including  subcontracts,  subgrants,  and  contracts 
under  grants,  loans,  and  cooperative  agreements)  and  that  all 
subrecipients  shall  certify  and  disclose  accordingly. 

This  certification  is  a  material  representation  of  fact  upon  which 
reliance  was  placed  when  this  transaction  was  made  or  entered  into. 
Submission  of  this  certification  is  a  prerequisite  for  making  or 
entering  into  this  transaction  imposed  by  section  1352,  title  31, 
U.S.  Code.  Any  person  who  fails  to  file  the  required  certification 
shall  be  subject  to  a  civil  penalty  of  not  less  than  SIO.OOO  and 
not  more  tban  SlOO, 000/^or -each  such  failure. 


Signed  fJii€A.^<ZAjJ %MAJ\ Dated   11/25/92 
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RUNWAY  18L/36R  REHABILITATION 


Project  Descrintion: 

Runway  18L/36R  will  be  rehabilitated  by 
replacing  portions  of  the  pavement,  improv- 
ing drainage,  upgrading  airfield  lighting,  and 
repairing  existing  pavement  as  required  on 
this  12,000  foot  long  runway.  This  Project  is 
similar  to  work  previously  performed  on 
Runway  18R/36L,  a  runway  of  similar  age. 

■Tiistification: 

This  runway  was  a  part  of  McCoy  Air  Force 
Base  before  it  was  developed  as  the  Air- 
port. This  runway  is  approximately  thirty 
years  old  and  has  been  overlaid  several 
times.  Because  of  its  age  and  heavy  use, 
this  runway  requires  rehabilitation  and 
upgrading  to  preserve  and  enhance  its 
safety  and  capacity.  This  project  is  similar 
to  work  recently  performed  on  Runway  18R/ 
36L  which  was  originally  constructed  at  the 
same  time  as  Runway  18l_/36R.  In 
response  to  the  Authority's  Pre-Application 
for  Federal  Assistance,  the  FAA  determined 
on  May  7,  1 992,  that  this  Project  was  eligi- 
ble under  the  Airport  Improvements  Pro- 
gram 
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MID-CROSSFIELD  TAXIWAY  BRIDGES 


,    AIRSIDE     V-\v 


ARFF 


Project  Description: 

Additional  taxiway  bridges  for.  aircraft  using  the  mid-crossfield  taxiways  will  be  con- 
structed to  provide  access  between  the  north  and  south  terminal  complexes  for  north 
and  south  bound  automobile  traffic,  terminal-to-terminal  AGT  system,  railroad  corridors 
and  rent-a-car  transport. 

Justification: 

These  bridges  are  required  to  provide  access  between  the  north  and  south  terminal  com- 
plexes while  maintaining  the  ability  for  aircraft  to  taxi  from  the  east  runways,  18L736R 
and  18R/36L,  and  the  east  airfield  runways.  17/35  and  the  proposed  fourth  runway 
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FOUR  LANE  SOUTH  ACCESS  ROAD 


Project  Description; 

The  South  Access  Road  provides  public 
access  from  the  south  between  the  Airport 
terminal  loop  road  and  the  Southern  Con- 
nector portion  of  the  Beltway  roadway  sys- 
tem being  constructed  by  the  Orlando- 
Orange  County  Expressway  Authority.  This 
phase  of  the  project  provides  an  additional 
two-lane  public  roadway,  drainage  and  utili- 
ties, and  mitigation,  if  required  to  comply 
with  applicable  regulation(s). 

■Tustification: 

The  Southern  Connector  will  connect  to  the 
Beeline  east  of  the  Airport,  go  south  of  the 
Airport,  and  then  proceed  west  to  Highway 
535  and  Interstate  4  near  Lake  Buena 
Vista.  This  project  will  provide  airline  pas- 
sengers and  other  airport  users  and  tenants 
with  additional  direct  access  to  the  South- 
ern Connector,  which  will: 

1 .  increase  airport  ground  access  capacity 
by  providing  a  second  means  of  access 
to  the  terminal, 

2.  increase  safety  by  alleviating  antici- 
pated future  congestion  at  the  Beeline- 
Highway  436  interchange, 

3.  shorten  the  travel  time  of  passengers  to 
their  ultimate  destinations,  which  in 
many  cases  are  to  locations  south  of  the 
City  of  Orlando,  e.g.  the  Walt  Disney 
World  and  Kissimmee  areas. 


The  additional  lanes  of  this  roadway  will  be  required  to  accommodate  the  increase  in 
traffic  associated  with  the  anticipated  increased  use  of  the  South  Access  Road. 
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CARGO  ROAD  EXTENSION  -  EAST 


Project  Description: 

The  Cargo  Road  system  will  be  extended  east  and  north  to  improve  circulation  on- 
airport,  to  provide  access  to  additional  land  in  the  Northeast  Terminal  Support  Area  and 
to  provide  an  additional  connection  with  the  Beeline  Expressway.  The  improvements  will 
include  associated  roadways,  sitework,  drainage  and  utilities. 

■Tustification: 

To  maintain  adequate  capacity  in  the  loop  road  system  serving  the  terminal  for 
passenger  circulation  and  to  improve  safety  and  security  at  the  Airport,  public  passenger 
traffic  has  t>een  separated  from  Airport  support  traffic,  i.e.  employees,  deliveries  and 
support  operations.  This  project  will  allow  Cargo  Road  access  to  new  areas  and  to  the 
Beeline  east  of  the  already  congested  intersection  of  the  Beeline  and  Highway  436. 
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CARGO  ROAD  EXTENSION  -  WEST 


Project  Description: 

The  Cargo  Road  and  secure  road  systems  will  be  extended  to  the  west  and  north  to 
improve  circulation  on-airport  and  provide  improved  access  to  land  in  the  Northwest  Ter- 
minal Support  Area.  In  addition,  this  project  will  allow  the  development  of  a  secure  road 
system  in  the  northwest  terminal  support  area,  converting  sections  of  the  present  Cargo 
Road  to  a  secure  road  system.  The  improvements  will  include  associated  roadways, 
sitework,  drainage  and  utilities. 

■Tusttfication: 

To  maintain  adequate  capacity  in  the  loop  road  system  serving  the  terminal  for  passen- 
ger circulation  and  to  improve  safety  and  security  at  the  Airport,  public  passenger  traffic 
has  been  separated  from  support  traffic,  i.e.  employees,  deliveries  and  support  opera- 
tions. This  section  of  Cargo  Road  is  required  to  facilitate  that  travel. 
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AIRSIDES  1  &  3  RAMP  REHABILITATION 


Project  Description; 

This  project  provides  for  rehabilitation  of 
portions  of  the  ramps  at  Airsides  1  and  3. 
The  areas  identified  for  the  corrective  work 
are  predominately  on  the  w/est  side  of  the 
respective  aprons,  closest  to  Taxiway  "C". 
The  work  will  be  sequenced  to  minimize  the 
impact  on  aircraft  operations  on  each 
respective  ramp.  The  work  will  be  a  combi- 
nation of  concrete  slab  replacement,  pres- 
sure grouting  under  existing  slabs,  and 
resealing  of  the  slab  joints. 

Justification: 

Certain  limited  sections  of  the  airside  ramps 
will  require  rehabilitation  to  maintain  the 
serviceability  and  safety  of  the  ramp. 
These  ramps  are  a  portion  of  the  original 
Orlando  International  Airport. 
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LAND  ACQUISITION  PROGRAM 


Project  Description; 

In  late  1987  the  Greater  Orlando  Aviation 
Authority  had  established  a  land  acquisition 
budget  based  upon  their  master  planned 
development.  This  budget  has  escalated 
from  $48  to  $54  million,  due  primarily  to  the 
rapid  escalation  of  land  values  around  the 
Orlando  International  Airport. 

Three  years  ago,  the  Authority  requested  an 
$18  million  Letter  of  Intent  for  the  lands 
needed  for  the  East  Airfield  Development. 
The  FAA  issued  a  Letter  of  Intent  and  has 
recently  funded  $9  million  of  the  $18  million. 
It  is  estimated  that  when  final  judgements 
are  entered  in  all  of  the  condemnation  suits, 
the  final  land  cost  of  the  subject  properties 
will  exceed  $30  million.  Based  upon  the 
$30  million  amount,  the  Authority  requests 
that  the  FAA  increase  their  Letter  of  Intent 
funding  from  $18  million  to  $22.5  million 
(75%  of  the  $30  million).  With  $9  million 
already  committed,  this  leaves  a  balance  of 
$13.5  million  FAA  funding  required  to  guar- 
antee maximum  FAA  participation  in  the 
Letter  of  Intent  land  acquisition  program. 

In  addition  to  these  acquisitions,  the  Author- 
ity acquired  an  additional  3.475.5  acres  of 
property  for  airport  development  and  mitiga- 
tion. There  has  been  no  FAA  participation 
in  any  of  these  acquisitions,  which  were 
consistent  with  the  current  Airport  Master 
Plan. 
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NORTH  CROSSFIELD  TAXIWAY  PLANNING 


Project  Description: 

Expansion  of  the  taxiway  system  with  a  North  Crossfieid  Taxiway  is  required  to  accom- 
modate the  forecasted  increase  in  airfield  activity  and  reduce  ground  movement  of  air- 
craft related  to  "direction  of  flight"  runway  usage.  Before  final  design  and  construction  of 
the  North  Crossfieid  Taxiway  can  commence,  the  Authority  must  (1)  prepare  a  prelimi- 
nary plan  to  establish  the  taxiway  alignment,  locations  of  the  related  structures  and  their 
environmental  impacts,  (2)  if  required  by  regulatory  agencies,  develop  an  environmental 
mitigation  plan,  and  (3)  complete  the  environmental  reviews  and  permitting  process  for 
the  taxiway  and  the  related  structures  as  required  by  State  and  Local  regulatory  agen- 
cies. This  Project  includes  the  pre-construction  activities  to  complete  the  environmental 
permitting  and  planning  for  the  taxiway.  The  decision  to  undertake  final  design  and  con- 
struction and  the  determination  of  sources  of  funding  for  this  work  will  be  made  after  ini- 
tial phases  (1  through  3  above)  are  completed  and  traffic  reaches  appropriate  levels. 


.Tustification; 

The  forecast  growth  in  passenger  traffic  will  lead  to  increases  in  the  number  of  aircraft 
landing  at  the  Airport.  With  two  runways  to  the  west  and  two  to  the  east  (one  operational 
and  one  under  construction),  there  will  be  a  significant  increase  in  the  number  of  aircraft 
crossing  the  airfield.  The  existing  crossfieid  taxiways  are  convenient  to  serve  the  south- 
erly Airsides  3  and  4.  The  development  of  the  North  Crossfieid  Taxiway  will  provide  com- 
parable service  to  Airside  1  and  the  future  Airside  2.  When  the  existing  taxiway  and  the 
North  Crossfieid  Taxiway  are  all  in  place,  Air  Traffic  Control  will  have  more  efficient 
means  to  balance  and  distribute  runway  loadings  and  airfield  ground  movements 
between  the  west  airfield,  the  east  airfield,  and  the  airsides,  thereby  increasing  the 
capacity  of  the  Airport.  In  addition,  the  FAA-ATCT  will  have  additional  flexibility  in  sched- 
uling aircraft  arrivals  and  departures  in  a  manner  consistent  with  their  noise  abatement 
goals. 
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SECURE  ROAD 
TRADEPORT  TO  NORTHWEST  TERMINAL  SUPPORT  AREA 


Project  Description: 

In  accordance  with  the  Airport's  Master  Plan,  this  two  lane  road  will  provide  a  means  to 
travel  on  a  secure  roadway  between  the  northwest  terminal  support  area  (NWTSA)  and 
the  Tradeport.  The  road  will  be  constructed  on  the  AOA.  beginning  at  the  secure  road 
north  of  the  Tradeport,  north  to  the  Beeline  Expressway,  turn  east  going  immediately 
south  of  the  current  property  fence,  located  adequately  north  of  runways  18L/36R  and 
1 8R/36L  to  ensure  the  vehicular  traffic  on  the  road  will  not  interfere  with  existing  and 
planned  airfield  equipment. 

■Tustification; 

Presently,  traffic  between  the  northwest  terminal  support  area  (NWTSA)  and  the  Trade- 
port  is  required  to  either  go  off  the  AOA  and  travel  via  the  unsecure  public  roads,  or  to 
travel  the  secure  roads  located  to  the  southwest  of  the  north  terminal  complex.  With  the 
planned  further  development  of  the  northwest  terminal  support  area,  a  secure  road  is 
necessary  to  provide  an  expeditious  route  for  travel  to  and  from  the  Tradeport. 
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TAXIWAY  TO  FUTURE  ALERT  AREA 


Project  Description; 

In  accordance  with  the  Airport  Master  Plan 
and  the  approved  Airport  Layout  Plan,  this 
project  will  construct  a  taxiway  from  Taxi- 
way  "A"  to  the  future  alert  area  (or  airside 
area)  located  north  of  the  current  Tradeport 
South  Airside  Area. 

Justification; 

This  taxiway  is  required  to  provide  aircraft 
access  to  the  future  airside  area  as  the 
Tradeport  area  will  continue  to  expand  to 
support  the  anticipated  growth  in  cargo  at 
the  Airport. 
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ALERT  AREA  APRON  IMPROVEMENTS 


Project  Description: 

This  project  will  construct  additional  apron 
and  taxiway  in  the  old  air  force  base's  "Alert 
Area",  also  known  as  the  Tradeport  South 
Airside  Area.  This  project  will  provide 
approximately  twice  the  apron/taxiway  pre- 
viously attached  to  this  "sawtooth"  con- 
structed area. 

Justification: 

In  order  to  better  utilize  this  area  for  future 
expansion  in  the  Tradeport  area,  the  exist- 
ing sawtooth  apron/taxiway  configuration 
must  be  "squared  off"  to  accommodate  air- 
craft movement. 
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TAXIWAY  "C"  SOUTH 


Project  Description: 

Taxiway  "C"  is  to  be  extended  south  from 
the  mid-crossfield  taxiways  to  the  southern 
end  of  Runway  18L736R.  parallel  to  Taxiway 
"B". 

Justification: 

Extending  this  Taxiway  will  provide  for 
improved  aircraft  access  to  Runway  18L7 
36R  and  is  consistent  with  the  Airport  Mas- 
ter Plan  and  Airport  Layout  Plan  (ALP) 
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WEST  SIDE  ARFF 


Project  Descrintion: 

This  project  will  construct  a  two-bay  satellite 
Aircraft  Rescue  and  Firefighting  (ARFF) 
facility  in  \he  West  Ramp  area.  The  facility 
will  house  one  quick  response  vehicle,  a  re- 
supply  tanker,  a  medical  unit  and  associ- 
ated facilities. 

■lustification; 

A  full  Aircraft  Rescue  and  Firefighting 
(ARFF)  facility  is  required  on  the  west  side 
of  Orlando  International  Airport  in  order  to 
enhance  the  response  time  and  require- 
ments of  FAR  Part  1 39.  This  action  is  war- 
ranted by  marginal  response  times  to  meet 
the  FAA  three  minute  requirements  to  Run- 
ways 18R/36L.  The  consistency  required  in 
meeting  this  response  time  is  hampered  at 
times  due  to  the  weather  patterns  experi- 
enced in  Central  Florida.  Severe  thunder- 
storms that  typically  occur  during  spring, 
summer,  and  fail  months  obstruct  vision  and 
cause  dangerous  delays. 

After  carefully  studying  the  West  Airfield 
area,  the  location  of  this  station  was  deter- 
mined in  order  to  optimize  response  acces- 
sibility to  the  entire  area.  This  station  was 
also  a  major  part  of  the  corrective  action 
enacted  on  March  1 5,  1 992  and  reported  to 
FAA  Certifications  Branch  Airports  Division, 
Atlanta.  Georgia  by  the  Greater  Orlando 
Aviation  Authority  Executive  Director  on 
February  26,  1992. 

Additional  justification  for  the  Westfield  Station  is  based  upon  the  extensive  cargo  han- 
dling and  fueling  operations  that  occur  in  this  area. 
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SOUTH  TERMINAL  SITE 
ENVIRONMENTAL  PREPARATION 


Project  Description: 

Program  development  as  well  as  the  first 
phases  of  preliminary  planning  to  establish 
the  locations  of  structures,  taxiways  and 
their  environmental  impacts,  including  envi- 
ronmental reviews,  assessments,  permit- 
ting and  mitigation,  if  any,  will  be  initiated 
under  this  project.  In  addition,  initial  site 
preparation  for  the  landside  terminal  and 
one  airside  terminal  would  begin  once  all 
prerequisite  requirements  have  been  met. 


.Tustification: 


It  is  anticipated  that  the  north  terminal  com- 
plex will  continue  to  adequately  process  the 
forecast  passenger  traffic  for  several 
years.  However,  the  known  capacity  of  the 
north  terminal  complex,  coupled  with  the 
long  lead  time  associated  with  the  develop- 
ment of  the  south  terminal  complex,  dictate 
that  work  on  this  new  terminal  be  initiated 
on  a  phased  basis  as  justified  by  passenger 
traffic  forecasts. 
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Mr.  Carr.  What  is  the  intention? 

Mr.  Seel.  We  intend  to  take  out  the  center  section.  We  rehabiU- 
tated  a  sister  runway,  which  is  only  1,500  feet  away,  about  3  years 
ago,  and  we  plan  the  same  type  of  rehabilitation  to  this  runway, 
and  that  is  to  take  out  the  center  keel  section  and  to  pour  it  back 
in  concrete.  It  is  now  an  asphalt  section. 

Mr.  Carr.  The  current  runway  is  asphalt? 

Mr.  Seel.  That's  correct,  on  a  lime  rock  or  flexible  base. 

Mr.  Carr.  How  many  inches? 

Mr.  Seel.  Probably  17  inches  of  lime  rock  under  it,  and  with  the 
overlays  over  the  past  years,  we  probably  about  6  to  8  inches  of  as- 
phalt today. 

Mr.  Carr.  Can  you  take  that  asphalt  up  and  recycle  it? 

Mr.  Seel.  We  would  plan  on  milling  the  asphalt  up  and  recycling 
it  and  using  it  to  improve  some  associated  taxiways  and  also  to  im- 
prove the  shoulders.  This  particular  runway  has  no  shoulders.  It  is 
200  feet  wide.  But  the  runway  edge  lights  are  off  into  the  soil  on 
each  side.  So  we  could  use  that  milled  asphalt  to  construct  shoul- 
ders for  the  runway. 

Mr.  Carr.  What  is  the  current  status  of  the  maglev  proposal 
down  there?  As  I  understand  it,  from  visiting  with  Mr.  Glass,  there 
is  an  agreement. 

Mr.  Starung.  There  is  a  joint  agreement  that  they  are  supposed 
to  come  up  with  a  finance  plan  by  June  of  this  year  to  show  us 
their  business  plan  and  what  their  financing  source  is  going  to  be. 

Mr.  Seel  has  also  been  working  on  that. 

Mr.  Seel.  Two  things  need  to  take  place,  Mr.  Chairman.  First  of 
all,  maglev  was  to  present  its  financial  plan  by  June  11th  under  its 
certification  by  the  State  of  Florida.  They  have  applied  for  an  ex- 
tension of  180  days,  which  means  they  would  have  until  December 
11th  to  come  up  with  that  financial  plan. 

As  far  as  the  Greater  Orlando  Aviation  Authority,  we  are  still 
meeting  with  them  and  trying  to  negotiate  a  definitive  agreement 
under  that  certification  whereby  maglev  replaces  any  lost  revenue 
to  the  airport.  We  have  been  negotiating.  We  have  extended  that 
date  on  several  occasions.  The  date  now  is  April  21st,  which  coin- 
cides with  our  April  board  meeting. 

We  feel  that  that  plan  needs  to  be  done  as  soon  as  possible.  I 
would  think  they  would  have  to  have  that  portion  of  their  financial 
planning  done  before  they  could  come  up  with  the  rest  of  their  fi- 
nancial plan  to  present  to  the  State. 

Mr.  Carr.  What  was  the  original  deadline  for  an  agreement? 

Mr.  Seel.  The  original  deadline  was  set  back  in  May  of  1992,  if  I 
am  not  mistaken.  I  believe  that  this  was  the  third  extension. 

Mr.  Carr.  So  it  has  been  extended  three  times? 

Mr.  Seel.  At  least  three  times. 

Mr.  Carr.  Is  it  going  to  be  extended  again? 

Mr.  Seel.  Very  possibly.  We  are  in  negotiations  with  them.  They 
are  difficult  negotiations. 

Mr.  Starung.  The  airport  does  not  have  control  over  that  exten- 
sion. It  will  be  between  the  State,  the  city,  or  the  county.  We  are 
sort  of  a  third  party  beneficiary  of  that  agreement.  We  are  not  a 
voting  member  of  whether  that  extension  happens  or  not.  Maglev 
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is  happening  pursuant  to  a  State  law  they  got  passed  at  the  State 
Legislature  in  Tallahassee. 

Mr.  Carr.  But  don't  you  have  some  control  over  the  access  to  the 
airport? 

Mr.  Starung.  Oh,  yes. 

Mr.  Carr.  You  could  terminate  that  access,  right? 

Mr.  Starung.  We  understand  that  at  the  very  end,  they  must 
come  to  us  and  get  our  approval  in  the  end,  but  not  on  the  finance 
plan.  The  finance  plan  is  their  approval  with  the  State. 

Mr.  Seel.  The  two  agreements  we  discussed  first  was  the  June 
11th  date  for  compliance  with  their  State  certification.  The  second 
one  is  the  one  they  were  to  have  in  place  with  the  Greater  Orlando 
Aviation  Authority  as  a  condition  of  coming  on  and  serving  our  ter- 
minal system. 

April  21st  is  the  current  drop  dead  date. 

Mr.  Carr.  Has  the  airport  extended  that  deadline  before? 

Mr.  Seel.  On  three  separate  occasions.  This  is  the  latest  exten- 
sion. 

Mr.  Carr.  This  is  the  one  that  was  originally  made  in  1992? 

Mr.  Seel.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Carr.  What  was  the  original  date  for  the  finance  plan? 

Mr.  Seel.  We  don't  know  that,  but  it  was  some  time  prior  to  1992 
because  they  have  been  at  this  since  the  late  1980s.  I  believe  the 
legislation  was  passed  in  late  1988.  So  they  have  been  on  the  fi- 
nance plan  for  quite  some  time. 

Mr.  Carr.  What  are  the  main  issues  in  negotiating  the  access  to 
the  airport? 

Mr.  Seel.  The  rail  alignment  for  the  system  to  comply  with  our 
master  plan  to  avoid  interference  with  aprons  or  apron-edged 
taxiways;  access  to  the  terminal,  physical  access;  the  extent  to 
which  we  would  compromise  the  terminal  efficiency  of  operations 
in  passing  passengers  through  our  terminal  to  accommodate  the 
small  percentage  of  ridership  that  maglev  would  offer  our  passen- 
gers; the  security  issues;  the  concept  that  maglev  would  operate  as 
an  airline  with  the  other  station  located  13.5  miles  away  being 
similar  to  an  airport  with  security  screening,  bag  check,  and  air- 
line designator — those  are  some  issues  that  we're  negotiating. 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Wolf? 

Mr.  Wolf.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  want  to  welcome  Bill  to  the  committee.  I  have  a  couple  of  ques- 
tions. 

You  have  done  a  good  job,  but  why  are  you  before  the  committee 
today?  I  am  not  quite  sure  because  you're  really  not  asking  for  any- 
thing. The  letter  of  intent  comes  from  the  FAA. 

Mr.  Starung.  Just  to  bring  the  committee  up  to  date.  Mr.  Glass, 
of  course,  would  have  to  speak  for  himself  because  he  set  the  meet- 
ing up,  but  he  has  been  at  this  for  many,  many  years.  He  likes  to 
keep  the  prime  committees  aware  of  what  we're  doing.  We  are 
growing  so  fast.  He  likes  to  come  up  here  and  tell  what  we're 
doing.  We  are  the  fastest  growing  airport  in  the  country  today. 

I  think  it  is  his  style  and  he  wanted  to  be  up  here  to  keep  that 
part  of  what  he  does  here. 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  appreciate  that.  I  was  just  curious. 
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There  was  a  list  that  came  out  of  airports  that  were  diverting 
money  off  of  the  airport.  Is  any  of  this  a  diversion  off  the  airport, 
or  is  all  of  it  on  the  airport? 

Mr.  Starung.  All  14  projects  are  on  the  airport. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Bill,  I  want  to  commend  you  for  taking  the  leadership 
on  this  issue  with  regard  to  potential  terrorists  coming  into  this 
country.  I  am  a  cosponsor  of  your  bill. 

There  was  a  60  Minutes  story  about  a  week  and  a  half  ago  about 
when  somebody  comes  into  the  country  on  the  pretense  of  request- 
ing asylum  and  then  destroys  their  documents  and  disappears. 
What  do  you  do  in  Orlando  if  that  is  the  case?  What  is  the  process 
there? 

Mr.  McCoLLUM.  If  I  might  interject  here,  in  any  other  interna- 
tional airport,  the  authorities  are  there  and  they  can  tell  you  the 
technicals.  We  have  a  port  of  entry  and  we  have  essentially  the 
same  operation  they  have  at  JFK  where  the  Immigration  Service 
has  their  personnel  there  and  they  do  this  temporary  screening. 
But  if  someone  claims  political  asylum,  as  those  folks  on  60  Min- 
utes, they  are  let  out  into  society  under  the  same  rules. 

This  airport  authority  has  no  control  over  that. 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  understand  that. 

Mr.  McCoLLUM.  But  they  do  have  a  port  of  entry. 

Mr.  Starling.  And  we  have  a  transit  without  visa  status  which 
we  just  got  within  the  last  year.  We  are  like  any  other  national 
port  of  entry.  As  the  Congressman  said,  we  have  to  handle  it  just 
like  JFK  or  anyone  else. 

Mr.  Wolf.  What  are  your  feelings  about  this? 

Mr.  Seel.  As  international  director,  I  think  it's  a  part  of  asking  a 
lot  of  international  people  to  come  to  our  city,  to  go  see  the  Disney 
projects  or  go  see  other  things.  And  more  and  more  businesspeople 
are  coming  to  Orlando.  I  think  it  is  a  part  of  what  you  have  to 
take — the  good  and  the  bad. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Apparently,  the  perpetrator  of  the  recent  CIA  killings 
entered  the  country  this  way.  It  would  be  a  very  difficult  sitting 
across  the  table  from  the  wife  of  one  of  the  young  men  who  was  in 
the  car  at  the  very  time  her  husband  was  killed  by  this  terrorist.  I 
think  it  would  be  very  difficult  going  up  to  the  World  Trade  Center 
and  finding  the  six  families  who  were  killed  in  the  World  Trade 
Center  and  telling  them  that  that  is  just  what  we  have  to  accept. 

I  think  you  ought  to  think  about  that  one  very  carefully.  If  we 
can't  control  our  borders — I  come  from  an  immigrant  family  and  I 
think  visits  are  wonderful.  But  when  somebody  comes  in  and  there 
is  no  way  of  tracing  where  they  have  come  from,  we  have  a  prob- 
lem. 

I  want  the  record  to  show  that  it  will  be  a  disgrace  if  this  Con- 
gress doesn't  pass  your  bill,  and  it  will  be  a  double  disgrace  if  the 
airport  operators  or  anybody  comes  up  to  testify  against  this  bill, 

I  am  going  to  write  all  the  airport  operators  and  ask  them  to 
take  a  look  at  the  McCollum  bill.  What  do  you  tell  somebody  whose 
husband  or  wife  was  killed  by  someone  who  slipped  through  the 
system  this  way? 

Mr.  Starung.  Nothing  you  could  say  to  them  would  make  a  dif- 
ference. They're  going  to  be  very  distraught  and  it  is  going  to  be 
impossible  to  smooth  their  feelings. 
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Mr.  Wolf.  You  might  take  a  look  at  it  and  lobby.  You  are  the 
destination  point  for  a  lot  of  international  travel,  and  we  want  that 
travel,  and  we  encourage  that  travel,  and  it  is  good,  and  it  is  posi- 
tive. We  want  people  visiting  here  from  every  other  country.  But 
we  also  want  to  make  sure  that  they  are  coming  in  with  a  valid 
passport  and  record. 

I  want  to  thank  you  so  much. 

Mr.  McCoLLUM.  Thank  you,  Frank. 

As  you  know,  my  bill  has  an  asylum  officer  assigned  to  each  of 
the  international  terminals  in  the  country.  That  person  would  be 
making  on-site  decisions  which  would  screen  out  those  folks  who 
are  seeking  entry  who  don't  have  the  right  documentation  and  in 
addition  to  that  have  claimed  political  asylum,  which  is  the  trigger 
mechanism  for  a  lot  of  them  getting  in  who  shouldn't  be. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Right. 

Mr.  McCoLLUM.  Of  course,  that  is  not  going  to  change  if  we  have 
an  arrangement  with  certain  countries  for  somebody  to  transit 
without  the  visa.  That  is  a  separate  issue.  And  I  haven't  a  problem 
with  that,  particularly,  because  that  is  not  the  source  of  the  dis- 
comfort. 

But  there  were  35,000  who  came  in  last  year  alone  to  our  inter- 
national airports  who  did  not  have  proper  documents  to  come  in, 
who  weren't  coming  in  under  any  special  program.  Some  of  them 
had  forged  documents  and  they  were  caught,  but  claimed  political 
asylum,  and  then  released  on  parole,  90  percent  of  whom  never 
showed  up  for  hearings  after  they  did  that.  And  we  don't  know 
how  many  of  them  were  terrorists  like  the  ones  who  did  the  CIA 
killings  or  like  the  guy  up  in  New  York. 

I  think  that  is  your  point.  I  think  most  airport  officials  should 
support  that  kind  of  relief. 

Mr.  Wolf.  We  don't  want  to  change  political  asylum.  If  some- 
body truly  is  here  for  political  asylum,  we  want  to  have  that  oppor- 
tunity. 

I  want  to  thank  you  for  testifying.  Bill,  if  I  can  do  anything  to 
help  you  on  that,  let  me  know. 

Mr.  McCollum.  I  think  your  suggestion  about  perhaps  writing  to 
the  airport  authorities  would  be  a  good  idea.  If  Chairman  Carr 
would  be  interested  in  joining  you,  that  would  be  even  better. 

Mr.  Wolf.  My  staff  will  send  you  a  copy  of  the  letter  and  a  copy 
of  the  response,  too. 

Mr.  McCollum.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Carr.  This  committee  has  taken  an  interest  in  the  past  sev- 
eral years  in  diversions  of  money  from  airports  because  we  see  our- 
selves— and  quite  rightly  from  the  Federal  point  of  view — of  trying 
to  finance  travel  and  transportation  improvements  throughout  the 
country.  We  are  aware  that  in  some  circumstances  airports  sitting 
next  to  cities  with  needs  believe  that  the  airport  really  should  be 
funding  the  local  police,  sewer,  fire,  water,  garbage  collection,  and 
whatever  else. 

So  this  committee  has  taken  a  very  strong  and  active  interest. 
We  tasked  the  Inspector  General  of  DOT  to  survey  airports  around 
the  country  and  report  back  to  us.  In  their  first  round  of  investiga- 
tions, Orlando  did  come  up. 
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It  is  not  as  bad  as  some.  You  are  not  funding  the  downtown 
police  officer  in  Orlando,  but  the  report  that  was  dated  December 
29th  of  this  year  stated  that  "the  Authority  had  not  developed  and 
implemented  the  necessary  property  management  and  marketing 
procedures  needed  to  ensure  real  property  resources  are  leased  at  a 
fair  rental  value.  As  a  result,  we  estimated  that  the  Authority  had 
failed  to  recover  $2.3  million  of  revenue  that  could  have  been  used  to 
reduce  the  Authority's  reliance  on  discretionary  funds  from  the 
subcommittee  to  meet  its  capital  obligations." 

Have  you  had  a  formal  response  to  the  IG's  report? 

Mr.  Seel.  No,  we  have  not.  We  have  met  with  the  IG's  office  both 
in  Atlanta  and  here  in  Washington,  D.C.  I  think  we  gave  them  evi- 
dence where  what  they  were  saying  really  was  not  factual.  We  do 
have  it,  although  it  was  not  presented  in  a  format  that  they  have. 
We  were  responding  to  a  draft  report  at  the  time  and  I  have  not 
seen  any  further  documentation  of  any  further  allegations.  These 
were  some  meetings  about  9  months  ago.  But  we  did  meet  with 
them  on  several  occasions. 

As  a  result  of  our  meetings,  the  draft  report  was  retracted  and  it 
was  to  be  redrafted.  I  have  not  seen  the  redrafted  report. 

Mr.  Carr.  The  report  is  available  and  you  ought  to  have  a  copy 
or  be  given  a  copy. 

Mr.  McCoLLUM.  What  is  the  date  of  that  report,  Mr.  Chairman? 

Mr.  Carr.  It  is  dated  December  29,  1992,  It  is  report  number  R4- 
FA-3-158.  We  can  help  you  get  a  copy  if  you  need  it.  I  think  it 
would  be  important  for  you  to  make  a  formal  response  to  it.  They 
do  say  that  it  is  an  estimate  on  their  part  that  you  didn't  recover 
$2.3  million,  but  they  also  say  that  you  didn't  have  the  appropriate 
management  and  marketing  plans  in  place. 

We're  not  picking  at  you.  We're  going  to  do  this  at  every  airport. 
The  IG,  in  fact,  selects  the  airports  to  be  reviewed.  We  do  not  select 
them.  We  have  asked  them  to  review  every  airport.  In  time,  they  will 
get  to  every  airport.  You  happened  to  be  among  their  first  to 
investigate. 

We  want  some  kind  of  a  document  from  you  that  we  could  keep 
on  file.  We  would  just  encourage  you  and  all  others  in  the  aviation 
community  to  make  sure  that  the  law  with  regard  to  keeping  Fed- 
eral resources  on  the  airport  and  keeping  those  resources  looking 
at  transportation  needs  rather  than  other  needs  is  something  that 
this  committee  is  concerned  about.  When  airports  come  asking  for 
help,  we  are  going  to  check  their  compliance. 

Mr.  Starung.  We  will  certainly  get  a  response  to  you  on  that 
issue,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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GREATER  ORLANDO  AVIATION  AUTHORITY 


Offica  of  Tha  Exacutlva  Dlractor 


March  26,    1993 


Orlando  International  Airport 

One  Airport  Boulevard 

Orlando.  Rohda  32827-4399 

C407)  825-2001 


The  Honorable  Bob  Carr 

Chairman 

House  Appropriations  Transportation  Subcommittee 

2439  Rayburn  House  Office  Building 

Washington,  DC  20515-2206 

Dear  Congressman  Carr: 

Thank  you  for  giving  my  staff  the  opportunity  to  testify  before  the 
House  Appropriations  Transportation  Subcommittee  in  support  of  the 
request  of  the  Greater  Orlando  Aviation  Authority  (Authority)  for  a  $250 
million  Letter  of  Intent  to  help  pay  for  critically  needed  safety  and 
capacity  improvements  at  Orlando  International  Airport. 

During  the  testimony,  a  question  was  asked  about  the  Office  of  the 
Inspector  General's  (OIG)  Audit  of  Airport  Revenue  Accountability  for 
the  Greater  Orlando  Aviation  Authority.  I  would  like  to  supplement  the 
answer  that  was  given  during  the  testimony  with  the  following  additional 
information. 

The  OIG  audited  the  Authority  for  the  period  from  October  1,  1987 
through  September  30,  1990,  and  issued  a  draft  report  on  May  15,  1992 
and  a  final  report  on  December  29,  1992.  During  the  three  year  period 
covered  by  these  reports,  the  Authority  realized  total  operating  revenue 
of  $248.4  million  under  its  lease  and  concession  agreements.  In  the 
final  report,  the  OIG  estimated  that  the  Authority  "could  have  generated 
an  estimated  $2.3  million  of  additional  revenue  by  leasing  all  secondary 
resources  based  on  market  supported  rents."  While  neither  the  Authority 
nor  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration  (FAA)  agree  with  the  OIG's 
conclusion,  the  amount  involved  represented  less  than  1%  of  the 
Authority's  operating  revenues  during  the  audited  period. 

The  Federal  Aviation  Administration  reviewed  the  draft  report.  In  its 
letter  to  the  OIG  dated  October  6,  1992,  a  copy  of  which  is  attached  for 
your  information,  the  FAA  concluded: 

"...we  believe  that,  since  September  30,  1976,  GOAA  (Authority)  has 
obtained  FMV  (fair  market  value)  based  on  appraisals..." 

"-  The  FAA  determined  that  GOAA  (Authority)  demonstrated  that  it 
actively  pursued  the  development  of  all  available  lands  in  the  Tradeport 
area. . ." 

"-  The  FAA  finds  that  GOAA  (Authority)  is  maintaining  a  fee  and  rental 
structure  for  airport  resources  that  will  make  the  airport  as  self- 
sustaining  as  possible..." 
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The  Honorable  Bob  Carr 
March  26,  1993 
Page  2 


The  Authority  does  not  believe  it  could  have  generated  $2.3  million  in 
additional  revenue  during  the  audited  period,  and  it  agrees  with  the 
FAA's  conclusion  that  the  Authority's  fee  and  rental  structure  makes  the 
Authority  as  self-sustaining  as  possible.  Nonetheless,  in  response  to 
the  draft  report,  the  Authority  took  prompt  action  to  adopt  a  written 
policy  codifying  the  property  management  practices  it  had  followed  for 
more  than  ten  years.  As  a  result,  the  OIG  accepted  the  FAA's  position, 
and  concluded  in  the  final  report  that: 

"...the  Authority  had  taken  immediate  action  to  develop  and  implement 
the  property  management  procedures  originally  recommended. . .Therefore, 
since  the  Authority  has  complied  with  the  FAA's  revenue  requirements, 
the  recommendations  are  resolved  and  no  further  response  is  necessary." 
(emphasis  supplied) 

I  wanted  to  be  sure  that  you  and  the  other  members  of  your  Subcommittee 
had  all  of  this  information,  and  I  respectfully  request  that  you  make 
this  letter  part  of  the  official  record  of  the  testimony.  Please 
contact  me  if  you  have  any  questions  or  would  like  any  additional 
information. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Members  of  the  House  Appropriations  Transportation  Subcommittee: 
The  Honorable  Richard  J.  Durbin 
The  Honorable  Martin  01 av  Sabo 
The  Honorable  David  F.  Price 
The  Honorable  Ronald  D.  Coleman 
The  Honorable  Thomas  M.  Foglietta 
The  Honorable  Frank  R.  Wolf 
The  Honorable  Ralph  Regula 
The  Honorable  Tom  Delay 
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USOapanment  Southam  Rtgion  P.  O.  Box  20636 

or  lonsponatton  Aii«ni«.  OMrgia  30320 


AdmMttralton 

Mr.  Gary  L.  Singletary 

Regional  Manager,  Region  IV 

Office  of  the  Inspector  General 

1718  Peachtree  Street,  NW. ,  Suite  376 

Atlanta,  GA    30309 

Dear  Mr.  Singletary: 

This  responds  to  the  Draft  OIG  Report  on  Audit  of  Airport  Revenue 
Accountability  tor  the  Greater  Orlando  Aviacion  Autnority. 

The  following  is  our  position  on  your  findings  and 
recommendations : 

1.    "GOAA  did  not  obtain  fair  rental  value  on  leases." 

a)  Non-aviation  use  parcels  subject  to  the  Surplus 
Property  Act  (SPA) ;  Orlando  International  Airport  (OIA) 
and  Orlando  Executive  Airport. 

-"The  failure  to  recover  fair  market  value  (FMV)  on 
,  non-aviation  leases  located  on  surplus  property  is  in 
non-compliance  with  the  requirements  of  the  Surplus 
Property  Act  of  1944,  as  amended  by  Public  Law  80- 
289 (SPA) ." 

-GOAA  has  provided  information  in  tabular  format  (see 
enclosure  dated  September  28,  1992)  that  indicates  that 
appraisals  or  appraisals  of  "like  properties"  wore  in 
fact  obtained  on  all  its  SPA  properties  that  were 
leased  for  non-aeronautical  purposes  at  both  airports 
after  L'epteirber  30,  197£.  Further,  GOXX   maintains  that 
these  appraisals  were  utilized  to  establish  and 
negotiate  fair  market  value  rental  on  the  subject 
parcels. 

-Based  upon  our  review  of  the  information  .provided  by 
GOAA  at  the  September  11,  1992,  meeting,  we  believe 
that,  since  September  30,  1976,  GOAA  has  obtained  FMV 
based  on  appraisals.  We  have  requested  back-up 
documentation  to  support  the  information  provided  in 
the  enclosed  table.   We  v;ill  evaluate  the  documentation 
for  accuracy  upon  receipt. 

b)  Non-aviation  use  parcels  not  subject  to  the  SPA  at 
Orlando  Executive  Airport  (OEA) . 
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-As  discussed  in  our  interim  response,  GOAA  has  no 
obligation  to  the  Government  to  recover  FMV  for  these 
leases. 

c)   Aviation  use  Parcels  at  OIA  and  OEA. 

-JiS   discussed  in  our  interim  response,  it  is  FAA  policy 
to  require  the  sponsor  to  recover  the  cost  of  providing 
aviation  use  facilities  though  fair  and  reasonable 
fees,  rentals,  and  other  charges.   Recovery  of  FMV  is 
not  a  requirement. 

2.  "GOAA  did  not  ensure  that  revenues  were  generated  by  all 
aviation  surplus  land.   GOAA  has  not  developed  sixteen  (16%) 
percent  of  all  the  available  surplus  land  at  OIA." 

-The  FAA  determined  that  GOAA  demonstrated  that  it  actively 
pursued  the  development  of  all  available  lands  in  the 
Tradeport  area.   It  has  an  office  and  staff  for  this 
purpose.   It  has  also  alerted  real  estate  brokers  that 
remuneration  is  available  for  those  brokers  that  bring  new 
tenants  to  the  Tradeport. 

-The  FAA  Airports  Compliance  Handbook  states  that  "there  is 
no  violation  of  the  covenants  in  the  conveyance  document  if 
the  airport  owner  is  unable  to  arrange  for  productive  use  of 
such  property."  The  land  available  at  the  Tradeport  is 
similar  to  hundreds  of  acres  of  land  adjacent  to  the  airport 
that  are  sitting  idle  waiting  for  the  right  time  to  be 
developed. 

3.  Conclusions. 

a)  "Suspend  future  discretionary  grants  to  GOAA." 

-The  FAA  finds  that  GOAA  is  maintaining  a  fee  and  rental 
structure  for  airport  resources  that  will  make  the  airport 
as  self-sustaining  as  possible,  and,  therefore,  suspension 
of  future  discretionary  grants  is  not  warranted. 

b)  "Require  GOAA  to  establish,  by  appraisal,  the  FMV  and 
fair  rental  value  of  all  surplus  property  used  for  non- 
aviation  purposes  and  to  adjust  lease  rental  amounts 
accordingly . " 

-Our  Order  5190. 6 A  states  that  in  determining  fair  market 
value,  consideration  should  be  given  to  the  current  market 
value  of  the  property  and  to  the  going  rate  for  rental  of 
equivalent  premises.   An  appraisal  is  specified  as  one 
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3 
acceptable  method  of  establishing  fair  rental  value,  but  is 
not  a  requirement. 

-The  FAA  finds  GOAA's  existing  policies  regarding  management 
of  and  economic  return  on  real  property  encourages  obtaining 
maximum  revenues  from  its  properties. 

In  conclusion,  it  is  the  FAA's  position  that  withholding 
discretionary  funds  is  not  in  the  best  interests  of  aviation  and 
is  not  supported  by  the  preliminary  findings  included  in  the 
draft  report. 

Sincerely, 


yfed   R.  Beckloff,  Jr. 
Regional  Administrator 

Enclosures 
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Tuesday,  March  23,  1993. 
CENTRAL  OHIO  TRANSIT  AUTHORITY  (COTA) 

WITNESSES 

HON.  DEBORAH  PRYCE,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 

STATE  OF  OHIO 
RICHARD  J.  SIMONETTA,  GENERAL  MANAGER,  CENTRAL  OHIO  TRANSIT 

AUTHORITY,  COLUMBUS,  OH 

Mr.  Carr.  Our  next  witness  will  be  introduced  by  my  neighbor  to 
the  south  of  Michigan  from  Ohio,  the  Hon.  Deborah  Pryce. 

Congresswoman  Pryce,  it  is  good  to  have  you  with  us  today.  I 
will  leave  the  introduction  to  you. 

Ms.  Pryce.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  am  new  at  this,  so  if  there  are  any  lapses  in  protocol,  please 
forgive  them. 

It  is  a  pleasure  to  be  with  you  today  for  the  opportunity  to  testify 
in  support  of  funding  for  an  urgent  bus  project  we  have  in  Colum- 
bus, Ohio.  I  am  here  to  support  a  request  by  the  Central  Ohio 
Transit  Authority,  or  COTA,  for  $17  million  to  help  finance  the  re- 
placement of  77  older  buses  used  in  the  Columbus  area. 

These  buses  should  be  replaced  for  several  reasons.  Not  only  are 
they  becoming  very  expensive  and  difficult  to  maintain,  they  break 
down  frequently  and  are  unreliable  in  scheduled  service.  But  more 
importantly,  they  do  not  meet  new  Federal  clean  air  emission 
standards,  and  finally,  they  are  not  accessible  to  disabled  members 
of  our  community. 

The  new  buses  will  help  COTA  maintain  reliable  service  to  the 
general  public.  The  new  lift  equipped  buses  will  dramatically  im- 
prove service  to  the  disabled  and  help  Columbus  satisfy  the  man- 
dates of  the  Americans  with  Disabilities  Act.  The  new  buses  will 
have  clean-burning  diesel  motors  which  can  be  fitted  with  particu- 
late traps  as  emission  standards  are  tightened. 

Further,  if  the  subcommittee  will  include  funds  in  the  fiscal  year 
1994  report,  a  contract  will  be  activated  for  the  manufacture  of 
buses  immediately  after  receiving  the  grant  from  the  Federal  Tran- 
sit Administration,  creating  jobs  needed  to  continue  to  stimulate 
economic  recovery. 

Last  year,  after  funds  were  included  in  the  fiscal  year  1993  ap- 
propriations report,  COTA  prepared  bus  specifications,  solicited 
bids,  and  awarded  a  contract  for  67  buses  to  the  Flxible  Corpora- 
tion, subject  only  to  the  receipt  of  a  Federal  grant  from  the  FTA. 
FTA  made  the  grant  last  month,  and  the  contract  was  activated. 
Today,  a  significant  number  of  employees  at  the  Flxible  Corpora- 
tion and  suppliers  are  at  work  in  Ohio  and  elsewhere  in  the  United 
States  manufacturing  buses  for  delivery  this  summer.  The  funds 
earmarked  by  this  subcommittee  for  the  fiscal  year  1993  report  are 
now  making  a  significant  contribution  to  our  Nation's  economic  re- 
covery. 

This  performance  will  be  repeated  again,  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
subcommittee  can  include  this  request  for  the  purchase  of  77  buses 
in  the  fiscal  year  1994  report. 
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COTA  has  demonstrated  that  it  can  move  quickly  to  produce  con- 
tracts and  jobs.  This  will  make  a  substantial  additional  contribu- 
tion to  the  Nation's  economic  recovery  while  significantly  improv- 
ing delivery  of  services  to  the  citizens  of  central  Ohio. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  now  like  to  introduce  Mr.  Richard  Simon- 
etta,  general  manager  of  COTA.  He  will  briefly  explain  to  you  the 
status  of  the  fixed  guideway  project  currently  being  evaluated  in 
the  Columbus  north  corridor. 

COTA  is  not  requesting  inclusion  of  funds  in  the  fiscal  year  1994 
bill  for  this  project.  However,  COTA  may  request  inclusion  of  $7 
million  in  the  fiscal  year  1995  for  preliminary  engineering  of  a 
light  rail  project. 

At  this  time,  I  am  pleased  to  introduce  to  you  Mr.  Richard  Si- 
monetta. 

Mr.  Carr.  It  is  nice  for  you  to  be  here.  It  is  good  to  see  you 
again. 

Mr.  SiMONETTA.  Good  morning,  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of 
the  subcommittee. 

Congresswoman  Pryce,  I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  supple- 
ment your  testimony  and  to  provide  a  brief  update  on  the  status  of 
a  fixed  guideway  project  in  central  Ohio. 

For  the  last  15  months,  COTA,  along  with  the  mid-Ohio  regional 
planning  commission,  had  been  involved  in  a  systems  plan,  the 
first  step  of  what  ultimately  could  determine  the  need  for  a  fixed 
guideway  project  for  our  region. 

That  project  is  wrapping  up  and  within  the  next  month  we 
expect  to  move  into  the  second  phase  known  as  alternatives  analy- 
sis where  various  alternatives  will  be  considered  in  the  high  priori- 
ty corridor,  which  in  our  area  is  the  north  corridor  of  the  commu- 
nity. 

This  project  will  take  approximately  15  months.  That  is  the  pri- 
mary reason  we  are  not  in  need  of  any  funding.  But  we  do  wish  to 
bring  you  up  to  date  on  what  some  of  the  findings  suggest  from  the 
systems  planning  work. 

First  of  all,  let  me  say  that  the  alternatives  analysis  work  that 
will  be  done  in  fiscal  years  1993  and  1994  is  being  done  through 
funding  provided  by  section  9  formula  program  to  our  area,  STP 
highway  funding,  which  we  have  worked  creatively  with  our  MPO 
to  transfer  to  transit  projects,  and  also  local  funds. 

We  would  anticipate  as  we  would  move  forward  in  this  process 
that  we  would  again  try  to  find  as  many  resources — other  than 
new-start  funds — as  possible. 

The  alternative  that  is  most  promising  in  this  plan  is  one  that 
envisions  a  12-mile  fixed  guideway  line  that  runs  from  the  down- 
town Columbus  area  which  employs  today  over  90,000  workers, 
through  the  Ohio  State  University  campus  area,  which  employees 
over  30,000  workers  and  has  54,000  students  and  over  6  million 
annual  visitors,  to  some  other  high  density  activity  centers  in  our 
north  corridor. 

It  appears  that  we  are  going  to  generate  ridership  and  also 
achieve  a  degree  of  cost-effectiveness  that  hopefully  will  make  this 
project  worthy  of  consideration. 

The  anticipated  ridership  on  this  segment  would  be  about  24,000 
daily  riders.  Because  we  envision  the  use  of  an  existing  railroad 
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right-of-way,  a  completely  at  grade  project,  we  are  looking  at  a 
moderate  cost  for  construction  and  for  buying  vehicles,  which  could 
be  somewhere  in  the  order  of  $260  million.  But  we  will  know  more 
about  those  numbers  as  we  move  through  the  alternatives  analysis. 

We  are  not  seeking  funds  this  year.  I  guess  that  is  the  good  news. 
We  wanted  to  take  an  opportunity  to  provide  the  committee  with  a 
status  report.  We  did  speak  to  you  last  year  about  initiating  this 
activity.  The  community  is  taking  a  careful  look  at  it.  Our  commu- 
nity is  one  of  the  years  who  has  required  referenda  votes  on  these 
kinds  of  issues.  I  would  anticipate  that  prior  to  coming  to  this  com- 
mittee next  year  that  such  a  decision  by  the  local  community 
would  have  been  made. 

At  that  time,  we  will  address  the  issues  of  local  share  commit- 
ments, overmatch,  and  we  will  be  watching  very  carefully,  Mr. 
Chairman,  the  criteria  that  you  and  your  committee  members  de- 
velop, as  we  will  respect  the  need  to  conform  to  those. 

At  an  earlier  date,  we  submitted  some  detail  project  descriptions 
of  both  the  bus  project  that  Congresswoman  Pryce  described  as 
well  as  this  fixed  guideway  project.  With  your  permission,  I  would 
ask  that  these  be  included  in  the  record. 

Mr.  Carr.  Without  objection,  your  prepared  statement  will 
appear  in  the  record. 

Mr.  SiMONETTA.  With  that,  I  would  conclude  my  remarks  and 
thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  present  them.  I  would  be  happy  to 
answer  any  questions. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Simonetta  follows:] 
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Testimony  by  Rick  Simonetta  Before  the  House  Transportation 
Appropriations  SiJbconmittee,  March  23,  1993 


Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  for  the  opportunity  to  testify  in  support  of 
funding  for  a  bus  project  in  Columbus.  I  am  the  General  Manager  of  the 
Central  Ohio  Transit  Authority  (COTA)  which  serves  the  Columbus 
urbanized  area. 

I  am  here  to  support  a  request  by  COTA  for  $17  million  dollars  to  help 
finance  the  replacement  of  77  old  buses. 

The  old  buses  should  be  replaced  for  several  reasons.  First,  they  are 
becoming  very  expensive  and  difficult  to  maintain.  Second,  they  break 
down  frequently  and  are  unreliable  in  scheduled  service,  Third,  they  do 
not  meet  federal  anission  standards,  and  fourth,  they  are  not  accessible 
to  the  disabled  members  of  the  comnunity. 

The  new  buses  will  help  COTA  maintain  reliable  service  to  the  general 
public.  The  new  lift  equipped  buses  will  dramatically  inprove  service  to 
the  disabled  and  help  Columbus  satisfy  the  manadates  of  the  Americans 
With  Disabilities  Act.  The  new  buses  will  have  clean  burning  diesel 
motors  which  can  be  fitted  with  particulate  traps  as  emission  standards 
are  tightened. 

Perhaps  most  important,  if  the  Subcomnittee  will  include  funds  in  the  FY 
1994  Report,  a  contract  will  be  activated  for  the  manufacture  of  buses 
immediately  after  receiving  the  grant  from  the  Federal  Transit 
Administration,  creating  jobs  needed  to  continue  to  stimulate  economic 
recovery . 

Let  me  e^qilain  this  statement. 

Last  year,  after  funds  were  included  in  the  FY  1993  Appropriations 
Report,  COTA  prepared  bus  specifications,  solicited  bids,  and  awarded  a 
contract  to  the  Flxible  Corporation,  subject  only  to  the  receipt  of  a 
grant  from  the  Federal  Transit  Administration.  FTA  made  the  grant  last 
month,  and  the  contract  was  activated.  Today,  a  significant  number  of 
Flxible  employees  in  Ohio,  and  employees  of  Flxible  suppliers  located 
elsewhere  in  the  United  States,  are  at  work  manufacturing  buses  for 
delivery  this  svmuner.  The  funds  earmarked  by  this  Subcommittee  in  the  FY 
1993  Report  are  now  making  a  significant  contribution  to  our  nation's 
econcmiic  recovery. 

This  performance  will  be  repeated  again,  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
Subcommittee  can  include  $17  million  for  the  purchase  of  77  buses  in  the 
FY  1994  Report. 

We  asked  the  Flxible  Corporation  how  many  people  would  be  required  to 
manufacture  85  buses  (the  77  we  are  requesting  today  to  be  financed  fron 
Section  3  discretionary  funds  plus  8  more  buses  COTA  would  order  using 
apportioned  funds).  The  answer  is  that  4,500  hours  of  work  are  required 
to  produce  one  bus  and  that  an  order  for  85  buses  would  employ  the 
equivalent  of  183  full  time  people  working  for  one  year. 
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(X)TA  has  dennnstrated  it  can  move  quickly  to  produce  contracts  and  jobs. 
If  $17  million  can  be  included  in  this  year's  Report,  the  equivalent  183 
person  years  of  work  will  be  employed  during  the  spring  and  sumner  of 
1994  manufacturing  buses.  This  will  make  a  substantial  additional 
contribution  to  the  nation's  economic  recovery. 

Let  me  now  briefly  describe  the  status  of  a  proposed  fixed  guideway 
project  in  the  North  Corridor  of  Columbus. 

Next  month  CCTA  and  the  Ohio-Regional  Planning  Connlssion  will  begin  an 
analysis  of  fixed  guideway  alternatives  in  the  North  Corridor.  One  of 
the  premising  alternatives  is  a  12  mile  light  rail  project  connecting 
the  downtown  (with  90,000  employees),  the  Ohio  State  IMiversity  cairpus 
(with  30,000  employees  and  53,000  students)  and  activity  centers  to  the 
North.  This  planning  work  is  being  financed  with  a  combination  of 
Section  9,  highway  STP  money  and  local  funds. 

I  believe  a  light  rail  project  in  Columbus  may  have  great  merit. 

Based  on  planning  work  just  completed,  a  light  rail  project  will  be 
cost/effective.  The   project  is  estimated  to  carry  about  24,000  daily 
riders  at  a  capital  cost  of  about  $270  million  dollars.  The  capital  cost 
will  be  moderate  because  construction  will  be  at-grade  in  an  existing 
railroad  right-of-way. 

The  light  rail  project  would  be  connected  to  a  people  mover  being 
planned  for  the  Ohio  State  campus,  located  1^  miles  from  downtown. 
Ridership  on  the  people  mover  is  estimated  to  be  40,000  trips  per  day. 
The  people  mover  would  make  an  excellent  collector  and  distributor  for  a 
light  rail  system.  Construction  of  the  people  mover  will  be  paid  from 
IMiversity,  not  federal,  funds. 

COTA  is  not  asking  the  Subccmmittee  now  to  incude  funds  in  the  FY  1994 
Report  for  preliminary  engineering.  Vte  do,  however,  expect  to  ask  the 
Subconmittee  next  year  for  about  $7  million  to  help  finance  preliminary 
engineering  for  this  promising  light  rail  project. 

Mr.  Chairman,  with  your  permission,  I  would  like  to  make  part  of  the 
record  a  more  detailed  description  of  the  light  rail  project,  and  a 
description  of  the  request  for  $17  million  this  year  for  the  purchase  of 
buses.  Copies  of  these  descriptions  were  given  yesterday  to  the 
Subcomnitte  staff. 

Thank  you  very  much  for  this  opportunity  to  present  testimony  supporting 
the  request  for  $17  million  for  the  purchase  of  77  replacement  buses.  I 
will  be  pleased  to  respond  to  any  questions  you  may  have. 
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DESCRIPTION  OF  THE  PROPOSED  BUS  PURCHASE  BY  CXJLUMBUS  AND  A  JUSTIFICATION  FOR 
FEDERAL  FUNDING 


Description  of  the  Project. 

•Hie  Central  Ohio  Transit  Authority  (COTA)  is  proposing  to  purchase  85  new  buses 
for  its  transit  system.  These  new  buses  will  replace  an  equal  number  of  old 
buses.  The  total  cost  of  these  vehicles  is  estimated  to  be  $23.5  million.  The 
federal  share  would  be  $18.8  million.  About  $1.8  million  for  the  purchase  of  8 
buses  is  programned  from  apportioned  FTA  Section  9  funds.  The  balance,  $17 
million,  is  needed  frcm  the  Section  3  bus  category  to  help  purchase  77  buses. 

Federal  Request. 

COTA  is  requesting  inclusion  of  $17  million  in  the  Reports  on  the  FY  1994 
Transportation  Appropriation  Bill  for  the  purchase  of  77  buses. 

Status  of  the  Project. 

Purchase  of  the  buses  has  been  authorized  by  the  COTA  Board  of  Directors. 

An  application  for  Section  9  fumds  will  be  transmitted  to  FTA  in  July,  1993.  An 
application  for  Section  3  funds  will  be  transmitted  by  October  1,  1993.  If 
funds  are  included  in  the  Conference  Report,  a  grant  can  be  ejqiected  frcm  FTA 
by  January,  1994. 

Bid  specifications  have  already  been  prepared.  An  RFP  will  be  issued,  and  a  bid 
awarded  by  the  end  of  Deceniber,  subject  to  the  availability  of  the  federal 
funds.  A  contract  can  be  issued  within  one  week  of  the  receipt  of  the  FTA 
grant,  probably  during  January,  1994.  Work  on  the  manufacture  of  buses  would 
begin  in  February  for  delivery  during  the  sumner  of  1994. 

Merits  of  the  Project. 

Eighty  five  buses  now  in  service  are  old. 

Eighty  five  buses  in  the  COTA  fleet  will  be  12  years  old  next  year,  when  they 
should  be  replaced  with  new  buses.  The  old  vehicles  require  excessive  and 
expensive  maintenance.  They  break  down  frequently  and  therefore  cannot  be  used 
to  provide  reliable,  scheduled  service.  Itiey  are  not  equipped  with  lifts  to 
make  them  accessible  to  the  disabled.  And  they  are  powered  with  diesel  motors 
\^ich  do  not  meet  EPA  standards. 

These  old  buses  meet  the  industry  standard  which  calls  for  replacement  of  12 
year  old  vehicles. 

Replacement  buses  are  needed  to  maintain  service  to  the  general  public  and  to 
increase  service  to  the  disabled. 

"Die  replacement  buses  are  needed  not  only  to  maintain  existing  levels  of 
transit  service  to  the  general  public,  but  also  to  provide  lift  equipped, 
accessible  service  to  those  disabled  by  age  or  physical  disability.  The 
addition  of  85  accessible  buses  to  the  fleet  will  help  meet  the  requirements 
mandated  by  the  Americans  With  Disabilities  Act. 
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Air  quality  will  be  improved. 

■nie  new  buses  will  be  powered  by  advanced,  clean  burning  diesel  engines  which 
will  meet  federal  standards  and  help  reduce  ozone,  which  has  caused  the  EPA  to 
classify  Columbus  as  a  marginal  non-attainment  area.  The  buses  will  be 
constructed  to  so  they  can  be  fitted  with  particulate  traps  as  standards  for 
emissions  are  tightened. 

All  available  Section  9  funds  have  been  proqranmed. 

All  available  Section  9  funds  anticipated  in  FY  1994  have  been  programmed  for 
the  purchase  of  buses  and  other  needed  equipment  and  facilities. 

A  substantial  number  of  well  paid  jobs  will  be  created. 

Our  present  supplier  of  buses,  the  Flxible  Corporation,  estimates  that  the 
manufacture  of  85  buses  will  create  183  person  years  of  employment.  Work  on  the 
purchase  order  would  begin  in  February,  1994  and  be  canpleted  in  August.  This 
project,  therefore,  will  contribute  to  the  recovery  of  the  economy  during  the 
six  month  period  beginning  in  February  of  next  year. 

The  project  can  be  ready  to  go  in  January,  1994. 

Early  this  year,  COTA  awarded  a  contract  for  the  purchase  of  buses  contingent 
upon  receipt  of  a  grant  fron  FTA  implementing  an  earmark  in  the  FY  1993 
Conference  Cotnnittee  Report.  The  grant  was  received  in  February  which  activated 
the  contract.  A  significant  number  of  manufacturing  workers  are  now  employed 
producing  the  buses.  They  are  contributing  to  the  economic  recovery. 

COTA  is  ccxnmitted  to  equaling  or  bettering  this  performance  again,  if  funds  are 
included  in  the  FY  94  /^propriations  Report.  If  funds  are  included,  a 
contingent  contract  for  85  buses  will  be  awarded  by  Deconber  30,  1993.  The 
contract  will  be  activated  in  January,  when  approval  of  the  iitplementing  grant 
is  expected  from  FTA.  Manufacturing  work  will  begin  in  January  or  February.  The 
equivalent  of  183  persons  working  for  a  year  will  be  employed  during  the 
following  six  months,  contributing  again  to  the  nation's  economic  recovery. 

Sumnary. 

A  group  of  85  buses  will  be  12  years  old  when  replaced.  They  are  expensive  to 
maintain,  unreliable,  inaccessible  to  the  disabled,  and  do  not  meet  clean  air 
emmission  standards.  The  new  buses  will  maintain  service  levels  for  the  general 
public,  improve  service  for  the  disabled,  and  improve  air  quality.  Apportioned 
transit  funds  have  been  progranmed  for  other  needed  projects.  The  project  will 
be  ready  to  go  in  January,  1994.  The  equivalent  of  184  well  paid  jobs  will  be 
provided  during  the  spring  and  sumner  of  1994,  contributing  to  the  recovery  of 
the  economy. 
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DESCRIPTION  OF  A  PROPOSED  RAPID  TRANSIT  PROJECT  IN  COLUMBUS,  AND  A 
JUSTIFICATION  FOR  A  FEDERAL  REQUEST 

Description  of  the  Prolect. 

■nie  Central  Ohio  Transit  Authority  (COTA)  and  the  Mld-Ohlo  Regional  Planning 
Comnlsslon  (MORPC)  are  evaluating  several  alternative  rapid  transit 
Improvements  In  the  North  Corridor  of  Colvnnbus.  One  of  the  promising 
alternatives  is  an  11  mile,  at-grade  light  rail  line  plus  a  1  mile  connector 
to  a  people  mover  on  the  Ohio  State  University  campus.  The  light  rail  line 
would  connect  the  central  business  district,  the  campus  of  Ohio  State 
University,  and  comonercial  and  residential  areas  to  the  north.  The  line  would 
have  eleven  stations,  with  four  of  these  in  the  central  business  district. 
The  location  of  the  proposed  project  and  the  activity  centers  is  shown  on  the 
attached  map.  The  preliminary  estimate  of  the  total  capital  cost  of  the 
project  is  about  $260  million. 

Federal  Request. 

COTA  will  conduct  an  alternatives  analysis  and  begin  preliminary  engineering 
on  the  project  using  a  combination  of  federal  Section  9  transit,  STP  highway, 
and  local  funds. 

No  Section  3  funds  are  requested  for  inclusion  in  the  FY  1994  Transportation 
Appropriation  Bill.  A  request,  however,  can  be  expected  next  year  for  about 
$7  million  to  be  included  in  the  new  starts  category  in  the  FY  1995  Bill  to 
ccjmplete  preliminary  engineering. 

Status  of  the  Project. 

A  systems  plan  will  be  completed  in  April,  1993.  The  plan  reccmnends  an 
evaluation  of  alternative  fixed  guldeway  projects  in  the  North  Corridor, 
Including  a  12  mile  light  rail  project. 

A  request  is  pending  before  the  Federal  Transit  Administration  to  begin  the 
alternatives  analysis/draft  environmental  Impact  phase  of  project  development 
using  a  combination  of  local,  federal  Section  9  and  STP  highway  funds. 

Alternatives  analysis  will  begin  in  May  of  this  year  and  will  be  ccopleted  in 
August,  1994. 

A  proposition  to  dedicate  local  revenue  for  the  construction  and  operation  of 
a  project  is  expected  to  be  put  before  the  voters  in  1994  or  1995. 

Ohio  State  University  has  conpleted  a  feasibility  study  of  a  people  mover 
connecting  activity  centers  on  its  campus.  The  light  rail  project  would  be 
connected  to  the  people  mover.  The  capital  cost  of  the  Itoiversity  project 
will  be  financed  entirely  with  University  funds.  No  federal  funds  will  be 
requested. 
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Merits  of  the  Light  Rail  Project. 

A  light  rail  prelect  will  serve  the  growing  mobility  needs  of  the  Oolumbus 
metropolitan  curea. 

The  current  population  of  the  metropolitan  planning  eurea  is  1  million.  Ihis 
nvinber  is  expected  to  increase  to  1.3  million  by  the  year  2010.  The  proposed 
project  will  link  the  central  business  district  (which  currently  en^^loys 
90,000)  with  the  Ohio  State  Uhlversity  canijus  (which  employs  30,000,  enrolls 
54,000  students  and  has  6  million  annual  visitors).  The  combined  ec^jloyment 
of  these  two  centers,  located  just  1.4  miles  apart,  is  comparable  to  that  of 
downtown  Cleveland,  Portland,  Sacramento  and  San  Diego,  lAilch  have  successful 
rapid  transit  systems.  The  project  also  links  large  activity  centers  to  the 
north,  including  Crosswoods  (a  3  million  square  foot  develqpment  which  is  now 
half  built),  and  the  Ohio  Exposition  Center  (which  attracts  5  million 
visitors  annually),  htore  detail  en  these  and  other  activity  centers  along  the 
proposed  route  of  the  light  rail  project  is  contained  in  Attachment  1.  The 
project  would  link  about  one  fourth  of  all  the  employment  in  the  Oolumbus 
metropolitan  area. 

The  project  will  attract  a  substantial  number  of  riders. 

Based  on  the  recent  systems  planning  study,  ridershlp  on  the  light  rail 
project  is  estimated  to  be  24,000  per  day,  with  about  half  of  these  diverted 
from  existing  buses.  There  will  be  substamtial  travel  time  savings  for  these 
diverted  bus  riders.  For  example,  the  time  required  to  travel  by  bus  from  the 
north  terminal  station  to  downtown  would  be  reduced  from  48  to  20  minutes. 

Capital  costs  of  the  project  are  relatively  low. 

The  preliminary  estimate  of  the  total  construction  cost  is  about  $260 
million.  A  preliminary  target  is  to  request  60  per  cent  of  the  total,  or  $156 
million,  fron  the  federal  Section  3  program.  The  capital  cost  per  mile  would 
be  about  $22  million  per  mile,  which  ccnpares  favorably  with  many  other  rail 
projects  in  the  country.  Costs  are  expected  to  be  relatively  low  because  the 
project  will  be  built  at-grade  in  an  existing  rail  right-of-way. 

The  project  will  connect  to  a  people  mover  located  on  the  campus  of  Ohio 
State  University. 

A  feasibility  study  of  a  people  mover  project  has  been  conpleted  which  can  be 
connected  to  the  light  rail  project.  No  federal  funds  will  be  requested  for 
the  construction  of  this  project.  TTie  people  mover  is  estimated  to  carry 
40,000  daily  trips.  When  linked  to  the  light  rail  project,  it  will  serve  as 
an  excellent  collector  and  distributor  of  light  rail  trips,  reinforcing 
ridershlp  on  both  systems.  Perhaps  more  significant,  the  two  systems  will 
link  business  resources  in  the  central  business  district  with  the 
Intellectual,  research  and  development  resources  of  the  University,  helping 
to  create  a  potent  incxibator  for  high-tech  Industry  and  jobs. 
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Air  cniality  will  be  improved. 


Columbus  is  classified  as  a  marginal  non-attainment  area  for  ozone  by  the 
Environmental  Protection  Agency.  Construction  of  a  light  rail  project  will 
make  a  moderate  reduction  in  ozone  pollution. 

A  substantial  nuniber  of  well-paid  job  opportunities  vill  be  created. 

The  engineering  and  final  design  phase  of  the  project  will  create  a 
si;ibstantial  number  of  highly-paid  engineering  job  opportunities.  The 
construction  phase  will  create  a  very  substantial  number  of  construction  job 
opportunities  during  the  peak  years  of  construction  (1996-1999). 

Suamary. 

Systems  planning,  and  the  alternatives  analysis  ^ase  will  be  conducted  using 
a  conbination  of  local,  apportioned,  and  flexible  highway  funds.  No 
discretionary  Section  3  fund  will  be  requested  in  the  FY  1994  Appropriations 
Bill.  Funds  will  be  requested  next  year  from  the  FY  1994  Bill  for 
preliminary  engineering,  from  the  new  starts  category. 

A  light  rail  project  in  the  North  Corridor  shows  great  promise.  It  will 
connect  aobut  one  fourth  of  the  area's  employment  centers  and  substantially 
improve  mobility.  The  project  is  cost/effective  because  ridership  will  be 
substantial  compared  with  construction  costs.  Construction  costs  will  be 
relatively  low  because  the  facility  will  be  at-grade  and  located  in  an 
existing  railroad  right-of-way.  A  substantial  number  of  well-paid  job 
opportunities  will  be  created. 
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ATTACHMENT  A 


URBAN  DEVELOPMENT  IN 
COLUMBUS  NORTH  CORRIDOR 


Crosswoods  (Northern  Termini  of  Light  Rail  System) 

Eleven  miles  north  of  the  CBD  at  the  intersection  of  the  Columbus  outerbelt,  1-270,  and  the 
north-south  commercial  spine  of  the  region,  US  23,  lies  a  225  acre  mixed  use  development, 
Crosswoods.  Conceived  in  1983,  about  one-half  of  the  proposed  3  million  square  feet  of 
office  space  is  built  and  occupied.  Several  restaurants  and  over  1000  hotel  rooms  are  located 
within  the  development  Another  one  half  million  square  feet  of  retail  space  is  expected.  The 
construction  of  a  rail  overpass  in  1993  will  open  direct  access  to  the  dense  residential 
neighborhoods  of  North  Columbus.  Crosswoods  is  located  direcdy  adjacent  to  Conrail  right  of 
way. 


Ohio  State  Fairgrounds 

Just  six  miles  south  on  1-71,  The  Ohio  State  Exposition  Center  is  spread  over  a  360  acre  site. 
The  Exposition  Center  is  host  to  more  than  200  annual  events  and  attracts  over  five  million 
people  annually.  It  is  home  to  the  Columbus  Chill  of  the  East  Coast  Hockey  League.  Over  3.4 
million  people  attend  the  Ohio  State  Fair  held  during  the  first  two  weeks  of  August  making  the 
Ohio  State  Fair  the  "Worlds  Largest  Stote  Fair". 


Ohio  Historical  Society 

Immediatly  adjacent  to  the  Exposition  Center  is  the  Ohio  Historical  Society,  a  private  non  profit 
organization  that  houses  historical,  archaeological  and  natural  history  exhibits  in  a  museum.  The 
Ohio  Historical  Society  serves  as  the  central  depository  of  the  state  archives  and  has  an  extensive 
research  library.  The  Historical  Society  assists  in  over  14,000  research  requests  aimually  as  part 
of  its  education  and  outreach  policy.  Ohio  Village,  adjacent  to  and  operated  by  the  Historical 
Center,  is  a  reconstructed  19th  century  community  depicting  the  social,  economic  and  political 
lifestyles  of  Ohioans  during  that  period.  Approximatley  170,000  people  visit  the  Ohio 
Historical  Society  exhibits  each  year.  Relocation  of  the  Ohio  Railway  Museum  to  the 
Historical  Society  grounds  has  recently  been  proposed. 


The  Ohio  State  University 

One  and  one  half  miles  west  of  the  Ohio  Exposition  Center  lies  the  1,600  acre  main  campus  of 
The  Ohio  State  University.    The  University  was  established  in  1870  as  a  land  grant  institute 
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known  as  the  Ohio  Agricultural  Mechanical  College.  Over  the  past  120  years  the  University  has 
diversified  the  educational  oppoitunities  to  include  19  colleges  and  32  separate  schools  of  study. 
While  13,000  students  live  in  student  housing  on  campus,  total  enrollment  has  surpassed 
54,000  making  Ohio  State  the  largest  university  in  the  United  States.  The  University  is  a 
major  attraction  in  central  Ohio  and  draws  people  locally,  regionally,  statewide  and  nationally. 
Almost  30,000  people  are  employed  on  the  campus  groimds.  In  addition  to  students  and 
faculty,  6  million  people  visit  the  campus  every  year  for  reasons  ranging  from  Ohio  State 
Buckeye  football  and  basketball  games  to  treatment  at  the  Arthur  James  Research  Hospital,  one 
of  only  five  hospitals  in  the  United  States  dedicated  to  state  of  the  art  cancer  research.  The 
Wexner  Center  for  the  Visual  Arts  is  becoming  a  mecca  for  performing  and  visual  artists  from 
around  the  world. 

Downtown 

The  Central  Business  District  of  the  City  of  Columbus  is  bustling.  Almost  100,000  people  are 
employed  in  the  heart  of  the  city.  Not  only  is  Columbus  home  to  major  corporations  such  as 
Nationwide  Insurance,  Midland  Insurance,  American  Electric  Power,  the  Bordon  Company  and 
the  Huntington  National  Bank,  Columbus  serves  as  the  government  seat  for  the  City  of 
Columbus,  Franklin  County  and  the  State  of  Ohio. 

The  City  Center  retail  complex  of  1.4  million  sq.feet  opened  in  1990.  This  upscale  center  was 
developed  by  the  Taubman  Company  and  is  anchored  by  Marshall  Field's,  Lazarus,  and 
Jacobson's  Department  stores. 

The  Greater  Columbus  Convention  Center  offers  216,000  square  feet  of  exhibit  space  plus 
additional  meeting  rooms.  Columbus  already  takes  full  advantage  of  "outside  convention  space" 
by  providing  a  variety  of  cultural  entertainment  activities  which  attract  millions  of  people 
downtown  every  year.  Columbus  shuts  down  its  Civic  Center  Drive  to  traffic  and  invites  only 
pedestrians  to  the  Scioto  Riverfront  to  view  the  Greater  Columbus  Arts  Festival,  the  Scioto 
Superfest,  the  spectacular  Red,  White  and  Boom  Fourth  of  July  celebration  and  Columbus  Day 
USA. 

Cultural  and  educational  activity  also  abounds  in  the  CBD  which  houses  the  Ohio  Theater,  the 
Riffe  Center  Performing  Arts  complex,  the  Palace  Theater,  Ohio's  Center  of  Science  and 
Industry,  a  new  Main  Library,  The  Columbus  Art  Museum,  Franklin  University,  Columbus  State 
University,  Columbus  College  of  Art  and  Design,  and  the  new  Columbus  Convention  Center. 
Community  discussions  are  underway  for  development  of  a  new  arena  in  the  downtown.  A 
location  and  preliminary  design  study  are  also  underway  for  a  new  multimodal  transportation 
terminal  in  the  downtown  near  the  Convention  Center. 
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Mr.  Carr.  What  is  the  total  population  of  the  Columbus  area? 

Mr.  SiMONETTA.  The  metropolitan  area  has  a  1.2  million  popula- 
tion as  of  the  1990  Census. 

Mr.  Carr.  You  say  that  the  downtowrn  workforce  is  about  90,000 
employees.  Are  those  State  employees?  How  is  that  90,000  figure 
derived? 

Ms.  Pryce.  I  can't  give  a  definite  breakdown,  but  there  is  a  lot  of 
State  employment,  obviously  the  capitol  of  our  State,  but  it  is  a  big 
financial  center  there  as  well  with  many  banks,  insurance  compa- 
nies, the  county  government,  et  cetera. 

Mr.  SiMONETTA.  State  government  is  the  largest  employer  fol- 
lowed by  other  forms  of  Government.  There  is  a  large  Federal 
office,  county  office,  city  office,  and  then  the  banking  and  insur- 
ance industries. 

Mr.  Carr.  Is  there  a  dedicated  local  source  of  operating  revenue? 

Mr.  SiMONETTA.  Currently,  we  have  a  .25  percent  sales  tax  dedi- 
cated to  public  transit.  That  will  not  be  sufficient  to  develop  any 
kind  of  an  innovated  guideway  system.  We  would  anticipate  that 
the  referendum  vote  that  the  public  would  have  to  entertain  would 
be  either  an  increase  in  that  sales  tax  or  a  supplemental  property 
tax.  State  law  permits  transit  authorities  in  Ohio  to  either  seek 
sales  or  property  taxes. 

Mr.  Carr.  When  would  you  be  considering  that  referendum? 

Mr.  SiMONETTA.  That  would  really  depend  upon  how  the  commu- 
nity receives  the  results  of  both  the  systems  planning  work  as  well 
at  the  alternatives  analysis. 

Mr.  Carr.  So  that  hasn't  been  scheduled? 

Mr.  SiMONETTA.  That  has  not  been  scheduled.  We  are  working 
with  various  groups  and  they  are  generally  up  to  speed  on  the 
project,  but  we  are  always  careful  of  these  public  issues. 

Mr.  Carr.  You  mentioned  section  9 — you  are  currently  using 
some  of  your  section  9  money.  Are  you  anticipating  using  section  9 
money  for  this  light  rail  project? 

Mr.  SiMONETTA.  Section  9  provides  a  little  over  $4  million  per 
year  in  capital.  That  buys  less  than  20  buses.  With  a  fleet  of  about 
350  buses,  we  are  in  need  of  more  bus  replacement  money  each 
year  than  what  the  formula  provides.  That  doesn't  count  for  park- 
and-ride  and  shelters  and  other  kinds  of  capital  items. 

Section  9  clearly  does  not  give  us  the  ability  in  the  long-term  to 
do  much  in  the  way  of  dedicating  it  to  major  products. 

Depending  upon  what  happens  with  fiscal  year  1994  funding  and 
funding  beyond  that,  if  more  funds  are  available  we  will  commit 
them  and  only  look  to  section  3  for  whatever  is  left. 

Mr.  Carr.  What  would  be  the  projected  match? 

Mr.  SiMONETTA.  We  have  only  had  preliminary  discussions,  but 
they  have  centered  around  the  60  percent  Federal,  40  percent  non- 
Federal  area. 

Mr.  Carr.  If  it  is  a  12-mile  system,  and  you  project  currently 
about  $260  million,  that  seems  pretty  expensive  for  something  that 
is  at  grade  on  existing  right-of-way. 

Mr.  SiMONETTA.  I  can  only  say  that  those  are  the  preliminary 
numbers  that  came  from  the  engineers. 

The  right-of-way  provides  a  bit  of  complication.  There  are  two 
active  freight  lines  in  the  rail  right-of-way.  It  requires  shifting  of 
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operations  and  the  consolidation  of  operations  onto  two  of  the  lines. 
I  believe  in  that  particular  task  is  where  some  of  the  added  costs 
exist. 

Mr.  Carr.  And  that  is  Norfolk  Southern  and  Conrail. 

Mr.  SiMONETTA.  Right. 

Mr.  Carr.  You  project  a  ridership  of  24,000.  Did  I  get  that  right? 

Mr.  SiMONETTA.  Yes. 

Mr.  Carr.  How  was  that  derived? 

Mr.  SiMONETTA.  Through  a  modelling  process  generated  by  the 
consultant  in  consultation  with  the  Federal  Transit  Administra- 
tion. 

The  technical  personnel  are  probably  names  that  have  been  fa- 
miliar to  the  transit  industry  for  many  years  in  developing  these 
modeling  techniques.  We  don't  see  that  there  has  been  anything 
unusual  or  extraordinary  done  in  this  process.  It  has  attempted  to 
conform  to  FTA  guidelines  thus  far. 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Wolf? 

Mr.  Wolf.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Welcome  to  the  committee. 

We  had  a  similar  problem  of  sharing  the  roadbeds  with  one  of 
the  same  railroads  for  the  Virginia  Railway  Express.  It  is  a  very 
complicated  problem  with  regard  to  the  liability.  You  might  want 
to  look  at  what  we  did. 

Are  they  willing  to  work  that  out  with  you? 

Mr.  SiMONETTA.  They  have  indicated  a  desire  to  do  that.  I  have 
also  had  discussions  with  your  executive  director  on  that  subject. 
And  there  are  other  examples  around  the  country  of  where  the 
railroads  have  been  reasonably  cooperative  in  accommodating 
these  issues. 

Mr.  Wolf.  We  actually  had  to  have  legislation.  That  may  be 
something  you  need  to  look  at. 

How  much  of  the  funding  comes  from  State  and  local? 

Mr.  SiMONETTA.  We  anticipate  a  20  percent  non-Federal  match. 
It  will  either  all  come  from  local  sources  or  if  the  State  of  Ohio  is 
willing  and  able  to  share,  we  will  seek  part  of  the  non-Federal 
share  from  them. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Would  this  be  subject  to  the  so-called  economic  stimu- 
lus? 

Mr.  SiMONETTA.  No,  sir. 

Mr.  Wolf.  There  would  be  nothing?  You  couldn't  take  advantage 
of  this?  There  is  money  in  the  stimulus  package  for  FTA. 

Mr.  SiMONETTA.  We  understand  that,  Mr.  Wolf,  and  we  do  have 
some  other  projects  that  we're  prepared  to  submit  to  the  FTA  on 
that,  but  they  are  not  bus  replacement  projects.  They  are  projects 
involving  a  radio  system  and  a  maintenance  facility. 

Mr.  Wolf.  It  would  seem  that  you  would  be  eligible.  You  have 
put  a  lot  of  stress  on  the  job  creation.  Although  I  felt  that  the 
package  was  a  mistake  and  didn't  support  it,  if  it  does  pass,  you 
might  want  to  take  a  look  at  that  because  if  you  can  create  this 
many  jobs — would  the  other  project  you're  talking  about  create 
more  jobs,  or  would  this  create  more? 

Mr.  SiMONETTA.  No,  sir,  it  would  not.  It  is  only  about  a  $3  million 
project.  It  would  not  create  these  jobs. 
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The  problem  that  we  have  is  that  the  buses  that  have  been  iden- 
tified among  those  77  will  be  12  years  of  age  in  fiscal  year  1994.  So 
if  we  were  to  try  to  do  something  in  fiscal  year  1993,  they  would 
not  be  fully  depreciated  and  we  would  suffer  an  economic  penalty. 
We  can  look  at  that,  but  we  typically  would  try  to  retire  them  at 
12  years  of  age. 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  have  no  further  questions.  Thank  you  for  coming 
before  the  committee. 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  DeLay? 

Mr.  DeLay.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  also  welcome  Congresswoman  Pryce  to  this  committee. 

Ms.  Pryce.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  DeLay.  Mr.  Simonetta,  do  you  have  a  locally  dedicated  tax? 

Mr.  Simonetta.  Yes,  we  do.  Congressman.  We  have  a  .25  percent 
sales  tax  county-wide. 

Mr.  DeLay.  I  know  these  are  preliminary  numbers  and  I  won't 
hold  you  to  them,  but  do  you  have  a  preliminary  cost-effectiveness 
on  the  rail  proposal? 

Mr.  Simonetta.  That  will  generate  from  the  final  numbers  in  the 
systems  planning  report.  It  is  a  little  ill  time  because  it  is  not 
coming  out  until  next  month.  But  we  needed  to  at  least  bring  you 
up  to  date  on  what  we  knew  to  this  point. 

Mr.  DeLay.  I  appreciate  it.  I  appreciate  the  testimony  of  both  of 
you. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you. 

Is  Columbus  served  by  Amtrak? 

Mr.  Simonetta.  Not  currently.  We  hope  to  be  at  some  point. 

Mr.  Carr.  On  the  bus  problem,  what  would  be  your  response  to 
an  idea  that  the  Federal  Government  really  ought  to  go  out  with 
large  procurement  contracts,  then  instead  of  giving  communities 
money,  give  communities  buses? 

Mr.  Simonetta.  The  bottom  line  from  an  operator's  standpoint  is 
the  need  for  buses.  The  mechanism  would  probably  not  be  as  im- 
portant as  the  result. 

I  know  the  State  of  Pennsylvania  had  a  State-wide  consortium 
that  did  precisely  that  and  generated  a  lot  of  satisfaction  in  a 
hurry  for  a  lot  of  transit  needs.  So  I  am  personally  not  opposed  to 
it. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  guess  you  answered  some  of  the  questions,  so  thank 
you  for  being  here. 

Ms.  Pryce.  Thank  you  very  much. 


Tuesday,  March  23,  1993. 

NATIONAL  ASSOCIATION  OF  REGULATORY  UTILITY 
COMMISSIONERS  (NARUC) 

WITNESS 

CLAUDE  LIGON,  COMMISSIONER,  MARYLAND  PUBLIC  SERVICE  COMMIS- 
SION, MEMBER  and  FORMER  CHAIR,  NARUC  COMMITTEE  ON  TRANS- 
PORTATION 
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Mr.  Carr.  Our  next  witness  will  be  from  the  National  Associa- 
tion of  Regulatory  Utility  Commissioners,  Commissioner  Claude 
Ligon. 

We  welcome  you.  You  are  a  member  of  the  Maryland  Public 
Service  commission  and  former  Chair  of  the  NARUC  Committee  on 
Transportation. 

We  welcome  you  here. 

Commissioner  Ligon.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

It's  our  pleasure  again,  sir,  to  appear  before  you  on  behalf  of  the 
NARUC  to  request  full  funding  for  the  DOT's  safety  and  grants 
program. 

I  feel  today  as  if  I  am  really  a  friend  of  the  court  because  we  are 
in  fact  requesting  that  you  find  another  agency's  program.  But  we 
do  stand  to  benefit  in  the  States  from  the  full  funding  of  the  safety 
programs. 

As  you  are  well  aware,  over  the  years  the  States  have  worked  in 
concert  with  the  Federal  Government  in  many,  many  programs 
that  are  federally  mandated  or  accomplished  at  the  same  level.  We 
have  been  fortunate  in  the  past  to  stay  level  of  get  funding  for  the 
programs.  I  would  request  again  continued  funding  for  most  pro- 
grams. 

I  am  speaking  particularly  of  three  programs:  the  motor  carrier, 
railroad,  and  pipeline  safety  program.  I  will  mention  that  we  did 
submit  copies  of  our  testimony  for  the  record,  so  I  won't  read  but 
just  go  through  and  perhaps  highlight  some  of  the  points  of  the  tes- 
timony. 

Mr.  Carr.  Without  objection,  your  prepared  statement  will 
appear  in  the  record. 

Commissioner  Ligon.  In  particular,  we  are  requesting  that  the 
Congress  authorize  $65  million  for  the  motor  carrier  safety  pro- 
gram, $10  million  for  natural  gas  and  hsizardous  liquid  pipeline 
safety  program,  and  $3.5  million  for  the  railroad  safety  grants  and 
aid  program. 

The  motor  carrier  safety  program,  as  you  might  be  aware,  is  a 
program  whereby  the  States  and  the  various  State  agencies  or  the 
State  Department  of  Transportation,  or  the  State  Public  Utility 
commissions. 

We  will  conduct  various  roadside  inspections  of  motor  carriers 
passing  through  the  State.  This  is  designed  for  two  reasons:  to 
check  the  safety  of  the  vehicle,  but  also  to  check  the  condition  of 
the  operator  of  the  vehicle.  That  is  becoming  more  and  more  im- 
portant as  time  goes  on  because  of  the  increased  activity  and  inter- 
est in  drug  and  alcohol  use. 

It  is  very  important  that  these  programs  be  continued  to  allow  us 
at  the  State  level  to  see  and  observe  not  only  the  vehicle,  but  the 
operator  as  well.  So  we  do  request  that  you  would  support,  again, 
$65  million  to  be  used  as  matching  grants  to  the  States  to  conduct 
these  programs. 

Of  course,  another  very  important  program,  of  course,  is  the  nat- 
ural gas  and  hazardous  liquid  pipeline  program.  It  was  designed  to 
conduct  safety  checks  of  the  pipelines  across  the  country  carrying 
natural  gas  and  other  hazardous  materials. 

These  pipelines  do  in  fact  carry  the  Nation's  industry.  Half  of 
the  Nation's  energy  is  transported  through  these  pipelines.  They 
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are,  of  course,  transported  at  very  high  pressures,  therefore 
making  safety  a  very,  very  important  concern.  Of  course,  the  pipe- 
lines do  pass  through  heavily  populated  areas,  making  it  more  im- 
portant to  remain  safe. 

We  request  again  that  we  do  receive  at  the  State  level  $10  mil- 
lion to  conduct  these  very  important  programs. 

And  last  but  not  least,  the  rail  safety  program  is  one  that  is  also 
very  important — and  of  course  even  more  important  because  of 
recent  events,  particularly  in  Florida — but  in  the  last  several  years 
we  have  not  received  funding  at  the  State  level  for  our  State  in- 
spectors to  help  and  assist  in  the  rail  safety  program.  This  is  one 
area  where  we  feel  there  can  be  a  great  return  on  the  money  by 
allowing  our  State  inspectors  to  become  full  partners  with  the  Fed- 
eral inspectors  in  conducting  not  only  inspections  of  the  train  itself 
or  the  equipment,  but  also  the  track,  of  course,  and  the  grade  cross- 
ings. We  are  requesting  that  $3.5  million  be  allocated  for  this  pro- 
gram. 

And  last  but  not  least,  we  do  as  always  request  that  you  give  full 
consideration  to  funding  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission's 
budget  when  it  is  submitted.  This  is  another  very  important  regula- 
tory body  that  works  in  concert  with  the  States  to  ensure  that  we 
do  have  an  efficient  and  safe  transportation  system.  So  we  do  fully 
support  their  request  for  their  funding  to  allow  them  to  continue  to 
operate  as  a  viable  Federal  agency. 

With  that,  I  certainly  want  to  again  thank  the  committee  for  al- 
lowing us  each  year  to  come  forth  to  act,  if  you  will,  as  a  friend  of 
the  court  in  requesting  funds  for  adequate  safety  programs  at  the 
State  level. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Ligon  follows:] 
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My  name  is  Claude  Ligon  and  I  am  a  Commissioner  with  the  Maryland  Public 
Sen^ice  Commission.  I  also  se/ve  as  a  memt)er  and  former  Chair  of  the  Committee  on 
Transportation  of  the  National  Association  of  Regulatory  Utility  Commissioners  (NARUC) 
on  whose  t>ehalf  I  am  testifying  today. 

The  NARUC  is  a  quasi-governmental  nonprofit  organization  founded  in  1889. 
hAembers  include  the  governmental  t)odies  engaged  in  the  regulation  of  carriers  and 
utilities  from  all  fifty  States,  the  District  of  Columbia,  Puerto  Rico,  and  the  Virgin  Islands. 
The  NARUC's  mission  is  to  improve  the  quality  and  effectiveness  of  public  utility  regulation 
in  America.  Many  of  our  members  are  responsible  for  the  implementation  of  Federal  safety 
laws  relating  to  motor  carriers  and  are  participants  in  the  Department  of  Transportation 
(DOT)  programs  established  under  those  statutes. 

The  NARUC  wishes  to  express  its  strong  support  for  full  funding  for  the  Department 
of  Transportation  (DOT)  motor  carrier,  railroad  and  pipeline  safety  programs  for  FY  1994. 
These  grants-in-aid  programs  provide  for  voluntary  State  implementation  of 
Federally-mandated  safety  standards  through  the  sharing  of  up  to  50%  of  the  States'  cost 
of  implementing  the  programs  (80%  for  the  motor  carrier  safety  program).  Therefore,  we 
would  respectfully  request  the  following  funding  levels:  $65  million  for  motor  carrier  safety 
grants-in-aid;  $10  million  for  the  natural  gas  and  hazardous  liquid  pipeline  safety  program 
grants-in-aid;  and  $3.5  million  for  railroad  safety  grants-in-aid. 

These  programs  have  greatly  improved  the  safety  of  the  Nation's  transportation 
systems.  They  also  provide  tremendous  efficiencies  for  the  Federal  government  with 
respect  to  the  enforcement  of  Federally-mandated  safety  standards.  Despite  the  level  of 
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scrutiny  that  budgets  must  undergo  these  days,  these  saf^  grant  programs  have  shown 
to  be  highly  efficient  in  achieving  their  goals,  proving  to  t>e  money  well  spent  by  the 
Federal  government.  Leveraging  limited  Federal  monies  through  the  mechanism  of  cost- 
sharing  is  economically  efficient  and  provides  a  significant  return  by  reducing  the  number 
of  accidents.  States,  through  this  arrangement,  contribute  from  33%  to  over  90%  of  the 
man-power  avaJlatile  for  trar)sportation  safety  enforcement  at  only  a  fraction  of  the  Federal 
funding  level  which  would  otherwise  be  required. 

With  Increasing  budget  pressures.  Congress  has  begun  to  pass  the  responsibility 
of  implementing  many  Federal  programs,  such  as  the  safety  programs,  on  to  the  States, 
often  times  without  adequate  financial  resources  to  Implement  the  program.  Like  the 
Federal  government.  State's  budgets  are  tight  and  most  States  are  looking  for  ways  to 
reduce  costs.  It  Is  senseless  for  the  Federal  government  to  think  that  States  can  and  will 
continue  to  cover  the  costs  associated  with  the  programs  the  Federal  government  creates, 
but  does  not  fund. 

The  NARUC  is  vitally  concerned  atxxjt  the  future  of  these  safety  programs  since 
our  members  include  those  State  regulatory  agencies  which  are  charged  with  protection 
of  the  public  interest.  We  strongly  oppose  any  effort  to  eliminate  or  reduce  funding  for 
DOT  safety  grants-in-aid,  and  we  are  especially  concerned  with  the  trend  of  requesting 
no  Federal  funding  for  the  rail  safety  program,  which  has  not  received  funding  since  1988. 

The  Motor  Carrier  Safety  Assistance  Program  -  $65  Million 

As  part  of  the  Surface  Transportation  Assistance  Act  of  1982,  the  Congress 
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established  the  Motor  Carrier  Safety  Assistance  Program  (MCSAP)  which  provides  Federal 
funds  of  up  to  80%  of  a  participating  State's  safety  program  costs.  The  MCSAP  program 
has  enabled  the  States  to  initiate  or  substantially  increase  their  safety  enforcement 
activities.  Nearly  all  the  State  and  the  U.S.  territories  now  participate  in  the  MCSAP 
program.  In  addition  to  increasing  the  number  of  safety  inspecUons  and  safety 
management  audits  performed  each  year,  the  program  has  also  improved  the  quality  and 
uniformity  of  these  activities.  By  requiring  the  adoption  of  Federal  safety  regulations  as 
a  prerequisite  for  funding  and  monitoring  the  States'  activities,  the  DOT  has  been  able  to 
utilize  the  program  to  achieve  a  high  degree  of  standardization  in  safety  enforcement 
across  the  country. 

Through  the  life  of  the  program  (1984-1991),  State  participation  in  the  MCSAP  has 
resulted  in  almost  7  million  roadside  safety  inspections  and  over  700,000  hazardous 
materials  inspections.  During  this  same  time  frame,  2,729,079  vehicles  and  546,926 
drivers  have  been  placed  out-of-sen/ice  as  a  result  of  these  inspections.  Safety 
inspections  in  1991  were  nine  times  the  numtter  performed  in  1984,  me  beginning  year 
of  the  program.  In  1991,  the  latest  year  for  which  figures  are  available,  51  of  the  56 
eligible  jurisdictions  particif)ated  in  the  program.  The  participants  conducted  almost  1.6 
million  inspections,  nearly  10%  of  which  were  hazardous-materials  related  inspections. 
The  MCSAP  has  made  these  inspections  possible  by  funding  and  training  State  safety 
inspectors. 

The  NARUC  supports  a  funding  level  of  at  least  $65  million  for  the  MCSAP  program 
for  FY  1994.  This  level  of  funding  would  be  equal  to  the  amount  appropriated  for  FY1993. 
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The  NARUC  would  also  support  any  additional  funding  that  the  DOT  may  request  when 
they  send  their  budget  to  Congress  in  a  couple  of  wee/cs.  In  support  of  this  funding  level, 
we  would  stress  that  the  success  of  the  Federal-State  partnership  In  motor  carrier  safety 
is  Increasingly  evident.  It  is  critical  to  the  safety  of  our  highways  that  tx}th  the  Federal  and 
State  commitment  to  the  uniform  enforcement  of  motor  carrier  regulations  toe  maintained 
at  the  highest  possible  level.  Full  funding  of  the  Administration's  request  will  help  ensure 
that  this  commitment  is  fulfilled. 

Natural  Gas  And  Hazardous  Liquid  Pipeline  Safety  Grants-ln-Aid  Program  ~  $10 
Million 

As  you  know,  the  Natural  Gas  Pipeline  Safety  Act  of  1968  provided  up  to  50 
percent  Federal  funding  for  States  that  agreed  to  assume  responsibility  for  enforcement 
of  the  Act.  Although  the  program's  mandates  are  being  fulfilled  by  the  States,  the  Federal 
government  has  failed  to  provide  the  financial  support  that  was  intended  by  the  Act.  In 
fact,  from  fiscal  year  1985  thmugh  1989,  no  appropriation  exceeded  31%  of  total  State 
program  costs,  and  this  funding  has  fallen  to  as  low  as  26%  of  total  State 
expenditures. 

Aside  from  continuing  to  lag  behind  in  their  financial  support  of  the  pipeline  safety 
programs,  U)e  federal  government  is  still  adding  to  the  requirements  of  the  program. 
States  are  now  implementing  rules  on  Drug  Testing  and  a  final  rule  for  Alcohol  Testing 
will  be  finished  later  this  year.  While  we  support  the  goals  of  these  new  requirements, 
they  add  to  the  States'  total  cost  if  implementing  the  program.  With  the  addition  of  these 
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requirements,  States'  costs  have  mcreased  at)Ove  the  amount  of  recent  increases  in 
Federal  appropriations. 

Recognizing  the  seriousness  of  this  situation,  the  NARUC  Committee  on  Gas 
sponsored  a  resolution  that  was  adopted  at  the  NARUC  102nd  Annual  Convention  in  1990 
requesting  the  Congress  to  increase  funding  to  the  50  percent  level  of  States' 
expenditures.   This  sentiment  is  still  strongly  supported  by  the  NARUC  today. 

We  believe  that,  given  the  fact  that  natural  gas  and  hazardous  liquid  pipelines  in 
the  United  States  total  one  and  three-quarter  million  miles  and  transport  more  than  half 
of  the  Nation's  energy  supply,  the  importance  of  continued  funding  for  this  program 
cannot  be  overstated.  It  is  critical  to  the  safety  of  our  citizens  that  these  pipelines,  which 
carry  large  quantities  of  extremely  volatile  substances,  often  under  high  pressure  and  in 
increasingly  densely  populated  areas,  remain  under  the  intense  scrutiny  made  possible 
by  effective  State  inspection  programs.  Anything  less  could  expose  large  segments  of  the 
population  to  risks  of  potentially  catastrophic  proportions  and  a  disruption  of  vital  energy 
supplies. 

Congress  appropriated  $7  million  for  this  program  in  FY1992  and  f^1993.  State 
expenditures  reached  more  than  $20  million  in  FY1992  and  are  expected  to  increase  in 
FY1993.  By  appropriating  less  than  50%  of  the  States'  expenditure  level,  the  Federal 
Government  fell  short  on  its  commitment  by  $3  million  in  FY1992  alone.  The  funding 
levels  included  in  the  Pipeline  Safety  Reauthorization  legislation  (P.L.  102-508)  will  fall 
below  50%  of  what  the  States  actually  spent  on  their  safety  and  inspection  programs  as 
indicated  atjove.  Therefore,  we  respectfully  request  a  funding  level  of  $10  million  dollars 
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for  FY1994  which  would  meet  the  Intended  50%  funding  level  of  the  Pipeline  Safety  Act. 

Railroad  Safety  Grants-ln-Ald  Program  -  $3.5  Million 

The  motor  carrier  and  gas  pipeline  safety  programs  in  which  hJARUC  members 
participate  have  been  cited  as  outstanding  examples  of  Federal-State  cooperation. 
Unfortunately,  the  same  cannot  be  said  for  the  rail  safety  program  managed  by  the  DOT 
Federal  Railroad  Administration  (FRA).  The  NARUC  hopes  that  the  Clinton  Administration 
will  not  follow  in  the  footsteps  of  the  previous  Administration  in  their  lack  of  commitment 
to  rail  safety,  as  demonstrated  by  its  zero  funding  for  rail  safety  grants  since  1988.  Lack 
of  funding  is  not  consistent  with  the  support  that  transf>ortation  safety  programs  generally 
receive  and  is  contrary  to  the  public  interest  and  Congress's  intent  in  enacting  statutory 
safety  requirements. 

Until  fiscal  year  1989,  the  FFiA  partially  funded  State  safety  inspection  programs.  The 
number  of  rail  accidents  had  declined  steadily  in  the  preceding  years  and,  according  to 
a  NARUC  survey,  this  welcome  decline  was  in  direct  correlation  to  the  increase  in  the 
number  of  States  participating  in  the  FRA's  Railroad  Safety  Grants-ln-Aid  Program.  Due 
to  the  elimination  of  Federal  funding,  rail  operations  are  less  safe  than  they  should  be. 
This  cannot  be  Congress'  desire.  There  were  568  motorist  who  were  killed  at  public 
grade  crossings  in  1990  and  in  1991,  there  were  608  deaths  as  a  result  of  5,386  crashes 
nationwide. 

The  States'  authority  in  railroad  safety  enforcement  was  preempted  by  the  Railroad 
Safety  Act  of  1970,  when  power  was  delegated  to  the  FRA  and  the  DOT.  Mditionafly, 
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States  cannot  assess  and  retain  fines  for  violations  of  FFiA  regulations  by  the  railroads. 
Retention  of  these  funds  would  give  States  the  needed  revenue  to  support  their  integral 
role  in  the  promotion  of  a  safe  national  rail  system. 

Congress  must  recognize  that,  absent  Federal  funding.  States  need  the  authority 
to  fund  their  programs  independently.  Funding  State  programs  through  a  combination 
of  direct  assessments  and  the  collection  of  fines  is  consistent  with  other  areas  of  safety 
regulation,  creates  an  increased  incentive  for  safe  operations,  and  would  establish  an 
equitable  t)alance  t>etween  Federal,  State,  and  industry  responsibilities.  It  seems 
unreasonable  that  the  Federal  government  would  prevent  the  improvement  of  the  Rail 
Safety  Program  by  withholding  federal  funds  and  preventing  States  from  collecting  fines 
which  would  help  support  State  efforts  to  improve  rail  safety. 

Despite  the  lack  of  Federal  funding  during  recent  years,  29  States  continue  to 
participate  in  the  Federal  rail  safety  program.  These  States  have  met  the  challenge  set 
out  in  the  Federal  law  and  currently  employ  1 18  FRA-certified  inspectors,  and  have  9 
more  insf>ectors  in  training.  These  State  inspectors,  according  to  a  1990  General 
Accounting  Office  (GAO)  report,  performed  45  percent  of  the  track  inspections  on  the 
400,000  miles  of  track  and  performed  33  percent  of  the  equipment  inspections. 

Without  the  participation  of  the  States,  the  FRA  would  be  unable  to  meet  its  safety 
responsibilities  to  the  public.  The  rail  safety  grants  program  has  shown  itself  to  be 
effective  and  less  expensive  to  the  government  than  if  the  FRA  were  to  undertake  full 
enforcement.  The  problem  of  Inadequate  rail  safety  In  the  United  States  cannot  be 
resolved  until  an  effective  Federal-State  relationship  is  re-established. 
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The  NARUC  would  strongly  urge  you  to  Ignore  any  request  for  zero  funding  and 
appropriate  the  amount  necessary  to  fully  fund  the  railroad  safety  grant  program  in 
FY1994.    We  therefore  respectfully  request  that  $3.5  million  tje  appropriated  for  this 
important  program. 
Rscal  Year  1994  Budget  Request  of  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission 

The  NARUC  also  respectfully  requests  full  funding  for  the  Interstate  Commerce 
Commission.  While  the  ICC  has  not  yet  formally  submitted  their  initial  1994  budget 
request,  we  are  confident  that  they  will  have  considered  the  request  carefully  mindful  of 
the  trend  toward  reducing  the  numtxr  of  staff  and  agency  resources. 

The  drastic  cuts  personnel  and  resources  have  hampered  Uie  ability  of  the  ICC  to 
conduct  their  statutorily  mandated  duties  in  the  quality  and  style  to  which  they  are 
accustom.  The  NARUC  hopes  that  the  Congress  will  realize  that  the  ICC  cannot  properly 
perform  their  duties  while  continuing  to  adjust  to  a  radically  reduced  staffing  levels  year 
after  year.  The  NARUC  therefore,  calls  upon  the  Congress  to  reverse  the  trend  toward 
drastic  cuts  for  the  ICC  budget  and  to  adopt  the  f=Y1994  budget  for  the  Interstate 
Commerce  Commission  as  proposed  by  the  ICC. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  present  the  hJARUC  position  on  these  important 
programs.  I  would  be  happy  to  answer  any  questions  that  you  might  have. 
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Appendix  A 
MCSAP  PROGRAM  ACTIVITY  OVERVIEW 
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Source:  Federal  Highway  Administration,  Office  of  Motor  Carrier  Reld  Operations, 
Accomplishments  and  Effectiveness  Annual  Report.  Rscai  Year  1991.  FWHA  Office 
of  h/lotor  Carriers,  h/lay  1992. 
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Resolution  Supporting  increased 
Federai  Funding  of  the  Naturai  Gas  Pipeline  Safety  Act 

WHEREAS,  Public  Law  90-481,  enacted  by  the  NinetJeth  Congress  on  August  12, 
1968,  authorized  the  Secretary  of  Transportation  to  prescrit>e  safety  standards  for  the 
transportation  of  natural  and  other  gas  by  pipeline,  and  further  authorized  the  Secretary 
to  pay  up  to  fifty  percentum  of  the  cost  of  the  personnel,  equipment  and  activities  of  a 
State  agency  to  carry  out  the  mandate  of  the  Act;  and 

WHEREAS,  There  has  been  no  instance  since  the  inception  of  the  Act  whereby 
Congress  appropriated  adequate  funds  to  meet  the  objectives  of  the  Act;  and 

WHEREAS,  During  the  period  of  1985  through  1989  no  Federal  appropriation 
exceeded  thirty-one  percent  of  total  State  program  costs;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  National  Association  of  Regulatory  Utility  Commissioners  (NARUC), 
through  its  Committee  on  Gas,  monitors  the  effectiveness  of  the  Gas  Safety  Program,  and 
finds  it  to  be  a  unique  and  essential  program  of  Federal-State  cooperation  which  has 
contributed  greatly  to  the  safe  construction  and  operation  of  the  natural  gas  pipeline 
network  throughout  the  country;  now,  therefore,  be  it 

RESOLVED,  That  the  National  Association  of  Regulatory  Utility  Commissioners 
(NARUC),  convened  at  its  102nd  Annual  Convention  in  Orlando,  Florida,  urgently  requests 
Congress  and  the  Department  of  Transportation  to  increase  funding  for  the  Natural  Gas 
Pipeline  Safety  Program  to  levels  which  will  provide  for  fifty  percent  of  the  costs  of 
personnel,  equipment  and  activities  of  a  State  agency  in  the  exercise  of  its  duties  to  carry 
out  the  provisions  of  the  Natural  Gas  Pipeline  Safety  Act  of  1968. 


Sponsored  by  the  Committee  on  Gas 
Adopted  November  14,  1990 
NARUC  Bulletin  No.  47-1990,  page  5. 
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Mr.  Carr.  I  thank  you  for  your  testimony  and  your  time  in  being 
here. 

Mr.  Wolf? 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  have  no  questions.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  DeLay? 

Mr.  DeLay.  I  have  just  one  question,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Ligon,  can  you  tell  me  what  function  the  ICC  plays  that  is  so 
important  for  the  local  regulatory  agencies? 

Commissioner  Ligon.  The  ICC  and  the  local  States  work  together 
in  assuring  mainly  that  the  truckers  are  insured  properly.  Which 
is  also  a  function  of  protecting  the  safety  of  the  public.  We  want  to 
ensure  that  the  carriers  do  carry  a  proper  amount  of  insurance  in 
case  they  are  involved  in  accidents.  And  the  ICC  plays  a  very  im- 
portant part  in  regulating  and  ensuring  that  one  function. 

Mr.  DeLay.  That  could  be  done  by  the  States,  even  without  ICC? 
Don't  the  State  enforcement  officers  that  stop  these  trucks  and 
check  them? 

Commissioner  Ligon.  Ironically,  the  Federal  Government  recent- 
ly removed  from  the  States  the  ability  to  really  regulate  a  lot  of 
the  motor  carriers  passing  through  the  States. 

Mr.  DeLay.  I  am  not  talking  about  economic  hardship. 

Commissioner  Ligon.  Also  to  the  degree  of  insurance  regulation. 
You  approve  the  program  whereby  a  certain  base  State,  of  course, 
could  require  to  see  the  insurance  of  a  given  carrier,  but  we  felt 
strongly  that  the  individual  States  should  still  have  that  function 
also  to  make  it  more  efficient  and  to  ensure  that  all  the  motor  car- 
riers are  operating  safely  throughout  the  States  and  across  the 
Nation. 

Mr.  DeLay.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Ligon,  we  appreciate  you  being  here. 

Commissioner  Ligon.  I  appreciate  it.  Thank  you. 


Tuesday,  March  23,  1993. 

GREAT  LAKES  MID-ATLANTIC  CORRIDOR  COMMITTEE 
OHIO  TURNPIKE  COMMISSION 

WITNESSES 

RAY  CADWALLADER,  EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR,  GREAT  LAKES  MID-ATLAN- 
TIC CORRIDOR  COMMITTEE,  CINCINNATI,  OH 

JAMES  BRENNAN,  PROJECT  COORDINATOR,  OHIO  TURNPIKE  COMMIS- 
SION, CINCINNATI,  OH 

Mr.  Carr.  Our  next  witnesses  will  be  Mr.  Ray  Cadwallader  and 
Mr.  James  Brennan.  Mr.  Cadwallader  is  the  executive  director  of 
the  Great  Lakes  Mid-Atlantic  Corridor  Committee  and  Mr.  Bren- 
nan is  the  project  coordinator  for  the  Ohio  Turnpike  Commission. 

[Showing  maps.] 

Mr.  Cadwallader.  The  Great  Lakes  mid-atlantic  corridor  is  a 
concept  that  has  been  developed  that  actually  connects  Detroit  and 
Chicago  through  existing  interstates,  down  through  Ohio,  West 
Virginia,  part  of  Virginia,  and  North  and  South  Carolina.  That  is 
the  red  line  here. 
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The  Ohio  part  of  it  basically  connects  1-74,  which  dead-ends  in 
Cincinnati  coming  from  Indianapolis,  Chicago,  or  Peoria,  and  then 
23,  which  basically  starts  here,  but  is  a  continuation  of  75.  That  is 
the  geography  of  it. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  we  are  delighted 
to  have  the  opportunity  to  meet  with  you  and  your  committee  and 
briefly  discussed  the  Great  Lakes  mid-atlantic  corridor,  which  is 
identified  in  the  Surface  Transportation  Act  as  Ohio  I-73/I-74 
passed  by  Congress. 

However,  it  is  only  as  important  as  the  implementation  of  it.  A 
plan  is  wasted  effort  if  it  lays  on  the  shelf. 

In  Ohio,  the  Ohio  Department  of  Transportation  has  been  hard 
at  work  undertaking  and  completing  a  long-range  plan  which  has 
been  requested  by  the  Federal  Highway  Administration  identified 
as  Access  Ohio.  The  first  phase  of  that  plan  is  about  to  come  out. 
There  were  two  elements  to  it.  The  macro  study  has  been  complet- 
ed and  is  about  to  be  publicized. 

This  plan  identifies  the  court  order  that  we  were  talking  about 
this  morning  in  which  a  specific  element  is  the  project  about  which 
we  are  here  today,  the  Fostoria  Project.  This  project  is  an  impor- 
tant element  of  the  entire  Great  Lakes  mid-Atlantic  corridor.  I 
might  add  here  that  another  important  element  is  a  crossing  of  the 
Maumee  River  headed  toward  Detroit  and  toward  Michigan,  which 
becomes  an  important  element  for  traffic  to  flow  to  the  east  rather 
than  the  present  route,  which  is  a  little  bit  circuitous.  This  project 
is  an  important  element  of  the  Great  Lakes  mid-atlantic  corridor 
and  is  far  enough  along  to  quality  for  funding  of  construction. 

We  have  included  a  letter  in  our  presentation  a  letter  from  the 
State  director  of  transportation.  Department  of  Transportation, 
Jerry  Wray,  which  does  identify  this  project  as  one  of  the  projects 
in  the  State  STIP  program  that  has  already  been  presented  to  the 
Federal  Highway  Administration. 

We  understand  that  the  ODOT  has  the  financial  capability  to  un- 
dertake and  complete  the  planning  of  this  project.  So  we  are  actu- 
ally here  requesting  the  commencement  of  the  construction  of  the 
project. 

Governor  Voinovich  has  endorsed  this  corridor  as  being  critical 
to  the  continued  improvement  of  Ohio's  infrastructure  and  econo- 
my. Various  municipal  corporations  have  passed  resolutions  en- 
dorsing the  corridor,  including  the  city  of  Toledo,  Fostoria,  Oregon, 
Sylvania,  Carey,  Upper  Sandusky,  Marion,  Delaware,  Columbus, 
Circleville,  Chillicothe,  Waverly,  Portsmouth,  Cincinnati,  Marie- 
mont,  and  Fairfax.  Mr.  Chairman,  23  of  all  the  county  commissions 
through  which  this  corridor  in  Ohio  passes  have  passed  resolutions 
of  endorsement. 

Interestingly  enough,  the  Surface  Transportation  Act — and  I  will 
ask  Mr.  Brennan  to  speak  to  that — has  been  in  operation  for  44 
years  and  has  successfully  run  the  Ohio  Turnpike,  which  was 
opened  in  1955  connecting  the  Pennsylvania  Turnpike  to  the  Indi- 
ana Turnpike  across  the  northern  part  of  Ohio. 

This  commission  had  conceptual  plans  to  undertake  and  com- 
plete the  corridor  we're  discussing  today,  that  being  a  north/south 
spine.  However,  it  was  restricted  in  pursuing  this  matter  because 
of  national  policy  that  did  not  allow  perpetuation  of  toll  roads  after 
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payoff  of  original  bonded  indebtedness.  This  restriction  was  lifted 
in  1991  and  the  Ohio  Turnpike  Commission  has  been  requested  by 
Governor  Voinovich  to  become  involved  in  the  corridor  program. 

Before  you  sits  Mr.  Brennan,  who  was  formerly  chairman  of  the 
Turnpike  Commission  until  he  retired  from  that  post  and  became 
project  coordinator,  representing  the  Ohio  Turnpike  Commission 
for  that  part  of  the  project,  the  corridor  in  Ohio. 

The  corridor  has  its  main  emphasis  in  Ohio  and  West  Virginia, 
not  only  Indiana,  Michigan,  Virginia,  North  Carolina,  and  South 
Carolina  also  are  positively  affected.  Senator  Byrd  and  Congress- 
man Rahall  of  West  Virginia  can  speak  to  that  part  of  the  corridor 
in  their  State. 

As  of  1992,  all  the  United  States  Senators  and  Congressmen  in 
Ohio  through  which  the  corridor  passes  have  supported  the  pro- 
gram. As  all  other  projects  of  the  corridor  become  active  for  fund- 
ing, you  will  probably  become  acquainted  with  the  remaining  Ohio 
congressional  members  and  their  interests. 

Our  request  is  for  $40  million,  which  figure  will  be  incorporated 
into  more  specific  documents  to  be  presented  by  the  consortium  of 
the  Ohio  Turnpike  Commission  and  the  Ohio  Department  of  Trans- 
portation as  the  project  evolves. 

I  thank  you  for  allowing  me  this  presentation.  I  would  like  to 
give  a  couple  of  additional  comments. 

One  is  that  the  Ohio  Turnpike  Commission  and  the  Ohio  Depart- 
ment of  Transportation  are  in  relatively  recent  fashion  starting  to 
cooperate  in  a  very  massive  project  here.  Maybe  Mr.  Brennan 
would  like  to  take  over  now  and  make  a  few  comments  as  to  where 
the  Ohio  Turnpike  Commission  is  in  this  grand  plan. 

Mr.  Brennan.  Without  any  great  detail,  the  Ohio  Turnpike  Au- 
thority has  permission  to  engage  in  projects  the  Governor  desig- 
nates as  being  important  to  the  State  transportation  network.  Our 
governor  has  decided  that  this  corridor  is  an  important  element  of 
our  State  transportation  network,  as  are  several  other  projects,  in- 
cluding the  Maumee  River  Crossing  at  Toledo,  some  additional 
turnpike  interchanges,  and  things  of  that  nature.  That  allows  us  to 
become  involved  in  this  project. 

We  have  an  ability  currently  to  issue  bonds  up  to  $500  million  on 
the  basis  of  income  stream.  I  am  not  suggesting  that  we  would 
issue  all  of  those  at  any  one  time,  nor  would  we  necessarily  issue 
those  for  this  particular  project.  But  the  point  in  fact  is  that  we  do 
have  the  ability  to  raise  the  money. 

If  you  have  any  questions,  we  will  be  glad  to  answer  them  for 
you. 

[The  joint  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Cadwallader  and  Brennan 
follows:] 
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TO: 

HONORABLB  ROBERT  CARR  CHXIRMAH 

TRANSPORTATION  SUBCOMMITTBX 

HOUSB  APPROPRIATIONS  COMMITTKS 

ONITBO  STATES  HOUSB  OT   RBPRBSBNTATIVBS 

FROM; 

ORSAT  LAKES  MID-ATUOITIC  CORRIDOR  CCMMITTBB 

OHIO  TURNPIKE  COtMISSION 

REGARDING: 

WRITTEN  MATERIAL  IN  CONJUNCTION  NITH  ORAL  PRESENTATION  MADE  TO 

COMMITTEE  ON  MARCH  23,  1993 

We  are  delighted  to  have  the  opportunity  to  meet  with  your 
Comoittee  and  briefly  discuss  the  GREAT  LAKES  MID-ATLANTIC  CORRIDOR 
(Ohio  I-73/I-74)  as  designated  In  the  INTBRMODAL  SURFACE 
TRANSPORTATION  EFFICIENCY  ACT  (ISTBA)  passed  by  CONGRESS. 
You  are  to  be  commended  for  that  far  reaching  legislation  and  Its 
positive  Impact  on  our  country.  That  Act,  however.  Is  only  as 
Important  as  the  Implementation  of  It.  A  plan  Is  wasted  effort 
if  it  lays  on  the  shelf. 

In  Ohio,  the  Ohio  Department  of  Transportation  has  been  hard 
at  work  to  update  its  long  range  plems  for  Intermodal 
transportation.  "ACCESS  OHIO"  is  a  mult 1 -year  study 
that  investigates  all  modes  of  transportation  in  Ohio  and  how  these 
modes  correlate  with  national  and  contiguous  state  planning.  This 
study,  at  a  cost  of  more  than  $2,000,000,  is  divided  into  two 
elements.  The  first  element  -a  macro  study-  has  been  completed  and 
is  about  to  be  publicised.  This  plam  identifies  the  "CORRIDOR"  in 
vrtiich  a  specific  element  is  the  project  about  which  we  are  here 
today,  it  being  the  Fostorla  Bypass  project.  This  project  is  an 
important  element  of  the  entire  GREAT  LAKES  MID- ATLANTIC  CORRIDOR 
and  is  far  enough  along  to  qualify  for  funding  of  construction. 
Included  as  exhibit  A  is  a  recent  letter  from  Director  Jerry  Wray 
of  the  Ohio  Department  of  Transportation  which  identifies  this 
project  as  FOSTORIA,  SENECA  COUNTY  23-8.33  at  a  preliminary  cost  of 
$40,000,000.  This  project  has  already  been  identified  to  the 
Federal  Highway  Administration  in  the  State  of  Ohio  Transportation 
Improvement  Program  (STIP) .  We  understand  that  the  Ohio  Department 
of  Transportation  already  has  the  financial  capability  to  undertake 
and  complete  the  planning  of  this  project.  The  appropriation 
requested  by  us  is  for  construction. 
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Oovexmor  George  Voinovicb  has  endorsed  this  Corridor  as  being 
critical  to  the  continued  inprovement  of  Ohio's  infrastructure  and 
economy.  Various  municipal  corporations  have  passed  resolutions 
endorsing  the  "CORRIDOR"  including  the  cities  of  Toledo,  Fostoria, 
Oregon,  Sylvania,  Carey,  Upper  Sandusky,  Marion,  Delaware, 
Columbus,  Circleville,  Chillicothe,  Haverly,  Portsmouth, 
Cincinnati,  Mariemont  and  Fairfax.  The  twenty  three  Co\uty 
Commissions  through  which  the  "CORRIDOR"  passes  have  also  passed 
resolutions  of  endorsement. 

The  Ohio  Turnpike  Commission  has  been  in  operation  in  Ohio  for 
the  past  44  years  and  has  successfully  run  the  Ohio  Turnpike  which 
was  opened  in  1955  connecting  the  Pennsylvania  Turnpike  to  the 
Indiana  Turnpike  across  the  Northern  part  of  Ohio.  This  Commission, 
interestingly  enough,  had  conceptual  plans  to  undertake  and 
complete  this  "CORRIDOR"  (a  Horth  to  South  spine),  however,  was 
restricted  in  pursuing  this  matter  because  of  National  Policy  that 
did  not  allow  perpetuation  of  toll  roads  after  pay  off  of  original 
bonded  indebtedness.  This  restriction  was  lifted  in  1991  and  the 
Ohio  Turnpike  Commission  has  been  requested  by  Governor  Voinovicb 
to  become  involved  in  the  "CORRIDOR"  program.  Before  you  sits  Mr. 
James  Brennan  who  was  formerly  Chairman  of  the  Ohio  Turnpike 
Commission  until  he  retired  from  that  post  to  become  Project 
Coordinator  representing  the  Ohio  Turnpike  Commission  for  that  part 
of  the  "CORRIDOR-  in  Ohio. 

The  "CORRIDOR"  has  its  main  emphasis  in  Ohio  amd  West 
Virginia.  Illinois,  Indiana,  Michigan,  Virginia,  North  Carolina 
and  South  Carolina  are  also  positively  affected.  Senator  Byrd  emd 
Congressman  Rahall  of  West  Virginia  can  speak  to  that  part  of  the 
"CORRIDOR"  in  their  State.  As  of  1992,  all  of  the  O.S.  Senators 
and  Congresspersons  in  Ohio  through  whose  district  the  "CORRIDOR" 
passes  have  supported  the  program.  We  are  priviledged  to  have 
Congressmen  Michael  Oxley,  Paul  Oillmor  and  David  Hobson  or  their 
aids  with  us  today  to  express  their  positive  interest  in  the 
Fostoria  Bypass  part  of  the  "CORRIDOR" . 

As  other  parts  of  the  "CORRIDOR"  become  active  for  funding,  you 
will  probably  become  acquainted  with  the  remaining  Ohio 
Congressional  members  and  their  interest. 

Our  request  is  for  Forty  Million  Dollars  ($40,000,000)  which 
figure  will  be  incorporated  into  more  specific  documents  to  be 
presented  by  the  Consortium  of  the  Ohio  Turnpike  Commission  and  the 
Ohio  Department  of  Transportation  as  the  project  evolves. 

Respectfully  submitted, 

Ray  Cadwallader,  Executive  Director 

Great  Lakes  Mid-Atlantic  Corridor  Committee 

James  Brennan,  Project  Coordinator 
Ohio  Turnpike  Commission 
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CONCEPT  FOR   IMPROVEMENTS   Sc  ADDITION 
OF  OHIO   HIGHWAYS  TO  FEDERAL  PLAN 


DISTRICT  5 


(WEST  UNION) 

DISTRICT  2 


(IR0N10N) 

HUNTINGTON,  W.VA, 

^sTO  MYRTLE  BEACH,  S.  CAROLINA 
'N    It  CHARLESTON.  S.  CAROLINA 


OHIO   1-73/1-74  COMMITTEE 


©   DESIGNATES  COUNTY  SEAT 


This  map  prepared  by: 


CLYDE  S.   WILUS 

SCIOTO  COUNTY  ENGINEER 
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GREAT  lAKES 

MID-ATIANTIC 

CORRIDOR  COMMnriEE 

693*  C/ytialSfirtngt  Hood 
ClnclnnaHOH4S227 
M-NOl  (513)  371-7963 
fax  No.  (313)271-046 


INTRODDCTION  TO 
6RBAT  LAKES  MZD-ATLAMTZC  CORRIDOR  COHMITTBB 


WHAT  IS  OLMAC  7 

In  March,  1991  a  group  of  interested  citizens,  elected  public 
officials,  labor  representatives  and  Chamber  executives  met  in 
Portsmouth,  Ohio  to  dlspuss  feasibility  of  a  new  highway  corridor 
to  benefit  the  State  of  Ohio.  As  a  result  of  this  meeting,  the  I- 
73/1-74  Ohio  Committee  was  formed.  Opon  traveling  to  Washington 
D.C.  to  Inform  our  Congressmen,  it  was  suggested  by  Leadership  of 
the  House  of  Representatives  of  Congress  that  we  change  our  name  to 
Great  Lakes  Hld-Atlantic  Corridor  Committee  (6LHAC)  and  we  did. 
Our  first  year's  activities  were  spent  organizing  our  Statewide 
Committee,  establishing  five  districts  (basically  by  metropolitan 
statistical  area) ,  est«Lbllshlng  a  Technical  Committee  for  each 
district  (made  up  of  county  engineers,  planners,  etc.),  soliciting 
resolutions  of  endorsement  from  interested  public  and  private 
organizations  and  educating  our  national  and  state  legislators 
about  our  program.  Our  efforts  in  Washington  D.C.  gained  us 
statewide  recognition  by  inclusion  of  the  Great  Lakes  Hld-Atlantic 
Corridor  as  a  high  priority  corridor  in  the  1991  Intermodal  Surface 
Transportation  Efficiency  Act  (ISTBA) .  This  Act  authorizes  one 
hundred  fifty  one  billion  dollars  ($151,000,000,000)  for  purposes 
identified  in  the  Act. 


WHAT  IS  THE  CORRIDOR  7 

The  Great  Lakes  Mid-Atlantic  Corridor  is  a  regional  corridor 
connecting  Chicago,  Peoria,  Detroit,  Toledo,  Indianapolis, 
Cincinnati,  Columbus,  Portsmouth,  Huntington,  Bluefield(W.Va. ) , 
Myrtle  Beach(N.Car. ) ,  Charleston(S. Carolina)  and  all  smaller 
communities  along  the  Corridor.  Such  present  routes  as  the 
Appalacbia  Highway,  State  Route  Routes  23  and  32  in  Ohio  azid  Route 
52  in  West  Virginia  do  an  inadequate  job  of  serving  this  need 
(refer  to  maps) .  Many  parts  of  this  Corridor  are  already  in  place. 
The  major  investment  is  in  Ohio  and  West  Virginia. 


206 

WHAT  DOES  THB  1991  SURFACE  TRANSPORTATION  ACT  DO  ? 

This  Act  dramatically  changes  how  Federal  regulations  relate  to 
expenditure  of  Federal  Dollars.  For  instance.  States  may  create 
toll  roads  with  this  money  in  order  to  underwrite  the  local 
matching  of  Federal  dollars.  Also,  specifications  cem  be  written 
by  the  respective  states  in  line  with  their  needs  rather  than  the 
need  of  a  Federally  approved  limited-access  high  speed  highway. 
Many  other  new  criteria  were  included  that  are  too  numerous  to 
mention.  Congress  paid  special  attention  to  requirements  that 
these  new  corridors  HDST  SERVE  ECONOMIC  DEVELOPMENT  needs  of  the 
private  sector.  New  industrial  areas  should  be  accessed.  NEW  JOBS 
IN  HIGH  DNEMPLOYMENT  AREAS  must  be  created.  This  must  be  done  with 
as  little  impact  as  possible  to  the  environment. 


WHAT  IS  "ACCESS  OHIO"  ? 

6LHAC  discovered  early  in  our  efforts  that  Ohio  was  remiss  in  its 
long  range  planning  of  trsmsportation.  Through  the  efforts  of  many 
organizations  including  6LMAC,  the  Ohio  Department  of 
Transportation  embarked  upon  a  two  year  long  range  multimodal 
transportation  study  called  "Access  Ohio"  which  is  about  half 
completed  as  of  March  1,  1993.  This  much  needed  study  will  be  the 
major  instrument  for  presentation  of  Ohio's  transportation  needs 
through  the  year  2020  and  will  help  in  procurring  federal  financial 
assistance. 


WHAT  IS  THE  OHIO  TDRNPIKE  COMMISSION  ? 

The  Ohio  Turnpike  Commission  (OTC)  was  established  in  the  1950s  as 
a  special  purpose  state  agency  to  underteUce  and  complete  a  major 
East-West  limited  access  road  to  connect  the  Pennsylvania  Turnpike 
with  the  Indiana  Turnpike.  In  1992  the  (OTC)  was  given  perpetual 
life  by  the  Federal  Highway  Administration.  The  (OTC)  originally 
wanted  to  complete  a  North-South  highway  not  xinlike  the  existing 
Turnpike,  however,  did  not  pursue  the  matter  at  that  time. 
Governor  Voinovich  has  reg:uested  the  (OTC)  to  undertake  this 
mission.  (OTC)  has  employed  a  Coordinator  to  proceed  with  early 
stages  of  discussion  and  planning  on  this  corridor.  We  are  in 
close  contact  with  the  (OTC)  on  this  matter. 
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WHAT  DORS  THIS  NEW  CORRIDOR  MBAN  FOR  THB  PRIVATE  SECTOR  OF  OHIO  ? 

It  means  that  all  of  Ohio  will  finally  have  READY  ACCESS  to  a  major 
divided  highway  for  all  regions  of  the  State  and  better  access  to 
the  States  of  West  Virginia,  Virginia,  North  Carolina  and  South 
Carolina.  South  Central  Ohio,  for  example,  has  always  bad 
difficulties  with  unemployment  due  in  no  small  degree  to  the  lack 
of  good  highway  transportation.  Ohio  Bureau  of  Employment  Services 
data  vividly  shows  this  with  their  maps  depicting,  cotinty  by 
coTinty,  Ohio's  unemployment  statistics.  These  maps  show  the 
positive  impact  of  1-75  for  Western  Ohio  «uid  1-71  for  the  corridor 
from  Cincinnati  through  Columbus  to  Cleveland. 

Ohio  Contractors  Association  research  data  states  that  $100,000,000 
OF  HIGHWAY  CONSTRUCTION  will  create  2,060  new  permanent  JOBS  ""A 
$69,000,000  in  annual  WAGES. 

As  Ohio  begins  to  LOSE  its  position  in  the  DEFENSE  INDUSTRY,  this 
program  presents  a  major  OPPORTUNITY  to  REPLACE  those  LOST  JOBS 
with  new  ones  over  a  comparable  period  of  time. 


WHO  PARTICIPATES  IN  THE  EFFORTS  OF  THE  GLMAC  COMMITTEE  ? 

We  have  endorsements  and  participation  from  County  Commissions  of 
Lucas,  Seneca,  Wy2Lndot,  Ottawa,  Sandusky,  Marion,  Delaware, 
Franklin,  Pickaway,  Lawrance,  Scioto,  Adams,  Ross,  Pike,  Brown, 
Clermont  and  Hamilton  Counties.  Each  of  these  counties  is  involved 
through  their  Commissioners  and  County  Engineers.  Various  regional 
planning  agencies  and  district  offices  of  Ohio  Department  of 
Transportation  participate.  We  have  many  trade  unions  as  active 
members,  including  the  Carpenters,  Operating  Engineers  and  Building 
Trades.  Cities  of  Toledo,  Oregon,  Sylvania,  Columbus,  Cincinnati, 
Fostoria,  Marion,  Delaware,  Clrclevllle,  Chillicothe,  and 
Portsmouth  have  endorsed  the  Committee's  program.  Many  smaller 
communities  have  also  endorsed  our  program.  Our  dialogue  with  ODOT 
and  the  Ohio  Legislature  is  excellent. 
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WHAT  ARB  PAST  ACCOMPLISHMENTS  AMD  FaTURS  TASKS  OF  6LMAC  7 
Past: 

We  have  already  undertaken  and  completed  two  major  data  collection 
missions  as  follows: 

1.  Developed  an  Inventory  o£  economic  generators  that  are 
within  the  Corridor  to  Include  ,  but  not  be  limited  to,  airports, 
seaports,  industrial  parks,  research  parks,  tourism  attractions, 
major  sports  complexes,  etc. 

2.  Developed  a  list  of  priority  projects  within  the  Corridor 
that  can  be  placed  on  a  fast  track  for  implementation. 

These  projects  have  been  submitted  to  ODOT  . 

Future : 
These  priority  projects  will  become  one  basis  for  future  submission 
of  demonstration  grant  applications  to  the  Federal  Highway 
Administration.  We  will  be  constantly  pursuing  responsible  State 
euod  Federal  Agencies  toward  successful  conclusion  of  our  desired 
program  of  a  new  corridor  for  Ohio  including  use  of  existing 
satisfactory  highways  and  construction  of  new  infrastructure  where 
required. 
Our  future  responsibilities  will  also  Include: 

-  MONITORING  all  aspects  of  OHIO'S  INVOLVEMENT  in  the  az&oa 
Transportation  Act  as  it  applies  to  the  Corridor 

-  ASSISTING  local  PUBLIC  AGENCIES  in  obtaining  FINANCIAL 
ASSISTANCE  for  compatable  programs  and  projects. 

-  EDUCATING  elected  officials  of  the  Corridor 

-  MAINTAINING  CONTACT  with  Other  involved  states  and  their 
constituencies  along  the  route  of  the  Corridor 
-INFORMING  PUBLIC  by  all  possible  means  of  the  activities 
occurring  along  the  Corridor. 
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Goorgc  V.  Volnovlch 
Governor 
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2G  Soulh  Front  SIreel 
P.O.  Box  e»9 
Columbut,  Ohio  43216-0099 


September  16,  1992 


Mr.  Ray  Cadwalladcr 

Executive  Director 

Great  Lakes  Mid-Atlantic  Corridor  Committee 

6936  Crystal  Springs  Road 

Cincinnati,  Ohio  45227 

Dear  Mr.  Cadwalladcr: 

My  staff  and  I  appreciated  the  opportunity  to  meet  with  Ray  Bostwick,  Lany  Brown  and  you 
Monday  afternoon,  September  8,  1992. 

We  understand  your  deep  commitment  to  the  Great  Lakes  Mid-Atlantic  Corridor  and  the 
eflbrts  you  and  many  others  have  dedicated  towards  bringing  this  dream  to  fruition. 

As  discussed  at  our  meeting,  1  am  enclosing  a  listing  of  projects  from  our  proposed  State 
Transportation  Implement  Plan  (STIP)  that  have  transportation  relationships  of  interest  to  you 
and  your  colleagues. 

We  share  your  concern  for  meaningful  improvement  to  Ohio  infrastructure. 
Respectfully, 


JW:dt 
Enclosure 
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MAJOR  HIOHWAY  IMPKOVBMBNTS  PROQRAMMBO  IN  THE  ORBAT  LAKBS/MID-ATLANTIC 

CORRIDOR 


COUNTY-ROUTB- 
SBCTION 


MUNICI- 
PALITY 


LBNOTH 
(MILES) 


COST 
(«000) 


EST 

CONSTR 

YEAR 


TYPB 

OF 
WORK 


76-7.83 


Maun«e  River 
Hrid^ft 


2-21.16 


2-27.26 


Toledo 

Toledo 
Oregon 


4.10 


6.10 


6.96 


44,000.      1993 


0.10      200,000 


29,000 


24,000 


Widen  to  6 
lanea 


2000»    New  river 
croBsintf 

1996     Widen  to  6 
lane* 


1996 


Widen  tu  0 
lanee 


Wood  County 

75/796-27.86/ 
2.27 

20-3.98 

280/796-1.01/ 
8.40 


PerrjTB-  1.24  9,000  1992  New    inter- 

burf  change 

10.03  25,000  1998*         Widen    tu    6 

lanea 

1.66        8.000      1996     Upgrade 

interchange 


Ottawa  County 
2-0.00 

2-2.01 

2-7.06 


2.01 

10,000 

199S 

Widen  to  6 
lane* 

6.06 

18,000 

1996 

Widen  to  6 
lanea 

9.49 

35,000 

1997 

Widen  to  6 
lanea 

Seneca  County 
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EST 

TYPE 

COONTY-ROUTB- 

MUNICI- 

LENCTH 

COST 

CONSTR 

OF 

SBCTION 

PALITY 

(MILES) 

(*000) 

YEAR 

WORK 

Wyundot  C 

Jounty 

30-0.00 

9.00 

50,000 

1997 

Relocation 

30-14.86 

7.00 

55,000 

1998 

Relocation 

Franklin 

County 

670-3.93 

(«) 

Columbus 

0.25 

14,000 

1993 

New 

location 

670-3.93 

(v) 

Columbus 

0.53 

2,000 

1993 

Ramps 

670-1.25 

(A-1) 

Columbus 

1.10 

20,000 

1996 

New 

location 

670-1,25 

(A-2) 

Columbus 

0.87 

5,000 

1996 

New 

location 

670-1.25 

(A-3) 

Columbus 

0.28 

2,000 

1995 

New 

locut iuu 

670-1.25 

(A-4) 

Columbus 

0.53 

19,000 

1996 

New 

location 

670-1.25 

(A-5) 

Columbus 

0.49 

12,000 

1996 

New 

location 

670-1.25 

(B-1) 

Columbus 

0.95 

16,800 

1996 

New 

location 

670-1.25 

(B-2) 

Columbus 

0.23 

8,200 

1993 

New 

location 

670-1.25 

(B-3) 

Columbus 

0.34 

10.300 

1993 

New 

location 

670-1.25 

(B-4) 

Columbus 

0.37 

5,400 

1994 

New 

location 

670-1.25 

(C-2) 

Columbus 

0.26 

8,000 

1993 

New 

location 

670-1.25 

(C-3) 

Columbus 

0.66 

6,000 

1994 

New 

location 

270-17.00 

Columbus 

10.00 

260,000 

1998 

Wid 

en  to  6/8 

1 

anes 

270-33.33 

Columbus 

3.00 

68,000 

1994 

lalsrchange 

u 

pgradinx/ 

w 

ideninf 

317-3.00 


Qroveport    7.00       25,000 


199S 


New  location 


Ross  County 
35-26.22 


9.41       62,000 


2000*    New  location 
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COUNTY-BOUTE- 
SBCTION 


MUNICI- 
PALITY 


LENGTH 
(MILES) 


COST 
(tOOO) 


EST 

CONSTR 

YEAH 


TYPE 

OF 
WORK 


Pike  County 

32-13.56 

2.70 

69,000 

32-16.06 

4.60 

31.000 

Scioto  County 

B52-0.82 

Ports- 

5.90 

100,000 

23-0.00 

nouth 

Ports- 

0.46 

30,000 

1 

mouth 

1996      New  location 
1995      New  location 

1998*     New  locotion 


1997      Bridge  reploce- 
nent  (General 
Grant) 


Lawrence  County 


7-0.12 


Chesapeake    9.26     64,000 


1998 


New  location 


Brown  County 
62-0.00 


Aberdeen 


12,000       1999      New  bridge 

(Maysville) 


Clernont  County 
28-3.81 


1.16 


3,000 


1999 


Widen  to  6 
'  lanes 


*ln  Prellninary  Developnent  Phase  -  Final  Oevelopgient  Will  Follow 


Septenber  14,  1992 


-3- 
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Voinovich  chief  of  staff 
hints  at  U.S.  123  upgrade 


By  MIKE  RUTLEDGE 

Thomson  Newt  Service 


•  M  "You'll  probably  see  somelhing  like 
(U.S.)  23  upgraded  to  tomcthing  (hat 
looks  like  a  divided-access  highway, 
but  not  quite  iotcrsute  itandatd,'*  he 


COLUMBUS  —  OfTiclals  are  not 
saying  what  tnnsponation  projects  will .  nj^j 
receive  highut  priority  in  the  Access     ..",  'Toledo  needs  an  interstate-type 


Ohio  plan,  but  Paul  Mifsud,  chief  of 
flaff  to  Gov,  George  Voinovich,  of- 
fered some  possibilities  during  a  meet- 
ing with  reporters  Wednesday. 
.  .  Among  highway  projects  Mifsud 
mentioned  were  U.S.  30,  an  east-west 
highway,  and  U.S.  23  and.  U.S.  127, 
which  tun  north-soulh.     •  •  . 

He  also  mentioned  improvements  to 
port  facilities. 


aciEess  route  to  Columbus,  and  to  the 
south,"  Mifsud  said.  "It  needs  It  to 
compete  effectively."  Mifsud  said  no 
decision  has  been  made  on  whether  the 
route  would  be  a  toll  highway.     •  * 

Upgrade  of  U.S.  127,  which  luni 
from  the  top  of  Ohio  lb  the  bottom, 
pirallel  to  Its  western  border,  was  also 
menUoned.  '''     '■'":■■''  ''  '  '■''•  " 

"You'll  probably  see  an  enhanced 


TheAccessOhioreport,  which  will .,  levelofroadaccessfromToledotoFott 
.  examine  all  transportation  modes.  Is  1.,Wayne,Ind.'-S^  somelhing  called 'Fort 
■_due  to  be  released  in  Deeembcf.  -i  /  to  Port' ."ihe  said.* /v^  .••  .  •"  j. 
|.|  '  fl  would  suggest  that  you'll  proba-.-zi^f  L^nd  improvemenli  to  Port  Toledo, 
*  ."bly  see  enhancement  of  the  east-west :,  which  Mifsud  said  Is  considered  the 
"corridor  somewhere  in  llie  vicinity  of  '  Great  Likes  port  thaiis  most  accessible 
.,  CU.S.)30,"heiaid.'  ■'•*.'•  •  •    •>■ 'by  water,  yet  is  han)  to  access  otx  land, 


maUng  it  OifSculi  to  transfer  cargo  from 
water  to  land. 

He  called  Connciut's  port  "a  tre- 
mendous port  facility  that's  been  under- 
Utiliied." 

Ports  at  Cincinnati,  Portsmouth  and 
Marietta  —  particularly  Marietta  — 
also  deserve  attention,  he  said. 

He  put  emphasis  on  rail  corridors. 
Including  the  Panhandle  rail  line,  which 
connecu  Columbus  and  Piiuburgh. 

'T^ou'U  probably  see  some  enhanced 
corridor  planning,  in  terms  of  the  rail 
lystems.  so  that  the  micropolitan  areas 
■  and  the  metropoliun  areas  would  be 
interconnected  with  rail,"  with  railroads 
providing  passenger  and  cargo  trans- 
portaUon. 

,.    Enhancement  and  expansion  of  public 
transit  was  another  key  idea. 

Mifsud  did  not  mention  U.S.  35, 
which  mn»  east-west  across  southern 
Ohio.   ■•••■; 
I'll r».-»'*.'."*''»n  ' *• '■   *'■'■'  '•■ 
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Ohio 

abon 
K/Ianket 
Information 


Labor 

Force 

Estinnates 
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CU    EE         ED 


April  1991 


mn      EDO 


07771 
EO 


EU         C23 


CE3        CH      [31      HJH 


EQ      era 


030 


Unempleynrant  Rates 

Baasanally 
UnMustMl    iUMttd 

United  States 8.5  6.6 

□No   7.1  7.2 

County  data  era  not  aaaaonefy  a<%jat»d. 


U.S.  Rate  or  lower 

Above  U.S.  rate,  Ohio  rate  or  lower 

Above  Ohio  rate,  below  10.0  percent 

10.0  percent  or  higher 


Ohio  Bureau  of  Employment  Services 

George  V.  Vcrfnovlch.  Governor  JameB  Ctonred,  Admlnistsnetor 
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Mr.  Carr.  Let  me  get  this  straight.  Are  you  proposing  to  make 
this  a  toll  road? 

Mr.  Brennan.  Not  necessarily,  Mr.  Chairman.  That  would  be  a 
subject  that  would  be  serious  considered  and  reviewed,  although  as 
you  know,  the  ISTEA  does  suggest  the  possibility  of  those  things 
occur.  It  would  depend  upon  the  ability  of  the  State  of  Ohio  to 
come  up  with  sufficient  funds  to  build  the  road  on  a  non-toll  basis 
with  or  without  participation  from  the  Ohio  Turnpike  Commission? 

Needless  to  say,  we  would  like  to  have  it  built  without  it  being  a 
toll  road. 

Mr.  Carr.  Your  request  is  for  $40  million.  Is  that  right? 

Mr.  Brennan.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Carr.  What  would  that  $40  million  be  used  for? 

Mr.  Brennan.  It  would  be  for  the  bypass  on  Exhibit  A,  7.43-mile 
bypass  around  the  city  of  Fostoria.  It  is  7.34  miles  around  the  city 
of  Fostoria.  It  is  currently  for  construction  in  1999,  and  the  $40 
million  would  speed  that  process. 

Mr.  Cadwallader.  For  further  edification,  our  committee  in  con- 
junction with  the  Ohio  Department  of  Transportation,  itemizing  a 
list  of  priority  projects  that  are  in  the  corridor.  There  were  two 
conditions:  that  they  be  in  the  corridor  and  if  no  corridor  ever 
evolved  they  still  would  serve  an  independent  process  and  inde- 
pendent years. 

So  we  identified  a  series  of  these  priority  projects.  ODOT  then 
said,  Which  project  is  the  farthest  along  that  could  quality  for  us  to 
be  here  today  to  request  some  funding. 

ODOT  in  the  corridor  identified  this  project  as  being  that  one 
which  is  the  farthest  along.  Why  it  has  a  1999  date  relate  to  the 
fact  that  until  the  Turnpike  Commission  was  asked  to  get  into  this 
project,  they  treated  88  counties  of  the  entire  State. 

Now  with  the  momentum  of  the  Turnpike  Commission  behind 
this  corridor,  it  set  a  different  series  of  potential  priorities. 

Mr.  Brennan.  Of  course,  that  construction  table  was  also  based 
on  existing  funding  sources. 

Mr.  Carr.  What  is  the  rationale  for  this — it  parallels  75,  right? 

Mr.  Brennan.  It  diverges  from  75,  sir,  and  travels  more  south 
easterly,  whereas  75  in  Ohio  travels  more  southwesterly. 

Mr.  Carr.  It  is  basically  a  north/south  alignment. 

Mr.  Brennan.  That's  correct. 

Mr.  Carr.  As  a  priority  project — I  can  see  upgrading  some  of  this 
to  limited  access  as  being  important,  but  I  am  a  little  baffled  as  to 
why  a  priority  project  would  be  to  parallel  by  what  looks  to  me 
about  30  miles  and  parallel  a  road.  That  wouldn't  seem  to  me  to  be 
a  very  high  priority,  given  that  you  could  upgrade  a  lot  of  this. 

Mr.  Brennan.  One  of  the  reasons,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  because  it  is 
felt  that  to  connect  the  city  of  Toledo,  which  is  a  major  city  in 
northwestern  Ohio  to  our  State  capitol,  which  is  in  Columbus, 
would  materially  improve  Toledo  and  northwestern  Ohio's  econom- 
ic outlook  and  would  certainly  improve  the  economic  outlook  for 
those  areas  and  those  cities  that  would  be  on  this  new  I-73/I-74 
corridor. 

You  could  also  make  the  argument  by  looking  at  the  map  and 
see  1-71  and  1-77,  but  Ohio  is  a  heavily  populated  State.  I  believe  it 
is  the  sixth  largest  populated  State  in  the  country  have  some  11 
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million  souls.  We  do  not  figure  that  we  are  properly  serviced.  Also, 
you  will  note  going  south  of  Columbus  toward  the  southeast,  there 
are  practically  no  interstates  running  from  the  capitol  city  toward 
the  West  Virginia  area. 

So  this  has  been  identified  as  a  critical  corridor  and  a  very  im- 
portant part  of  the  overall  transportation  network  of  the  State  of 
Ohio. 

Mr.  Cadwalxader.  In  many  cases,  this  will  be  an  upgrading  of 
an  existing  right-of-way.  For  instance.  Route  23,  which  is  identified 
as  the  center  of  the  corridor,  in  many  cases  is  a  controlled  access 
road  already.  But  there  are  dotted  lines  all  up  and  down  this  corri- 
dor. For  people  flowing  from  Detroit  to  Myrtle  Beach  or  some  such 
trip,  it  is  a  difficult  task. 

Also,  there  is  a  Route  280  which  goes  south  from  Toledo  and 
then  stops  at  the  Ohio  Turnpike.  The  thinking  would  be  that  a 
crossing — I  think  this  has  been  pretty  well  been  decided  in  the 
local  governmental  sectors  as  well  as  with  ODOT  and  the  Turnpike 
Commission — that  a  crossing  would  occur  that  would  complement 
280  going  south.  So  what  you  have  is  a  stub  that  would  be  extended 
on  on  existing  23  down  to  where  it  would  tie  in  with  a  small  com- 
munity in  Ohio.  That  is  a  pretty  controlled  access  and  not  too 
much  work  has  to  be  done  on  it. 

Mr.  Brennan.  We  have  the  land.  It  does  make  sense  to  upgrade 
it.  The  only  thing  that  would  be  necessary  to  upgrade  it  would  be 
the  limited  access. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  can  see  the  common  sense  of  the  upgrade  to  23. 

Mr.  Brennan.  On  your  map,  Mr.  Chairman,  you  can  see  how  23 
cuts  north  at  Carey? 

Mr.  Carr.  I  see  that  23  alignment. 

Mr.  Brennan.  Then  you  see  that  State  Route  15  carries  from 
that  point  at  23  and  1-75  at  Finley. 

Mr.  Cadwallader.  The  crossing  of  the  Maumee  River  becomes 
intriguing  and  interesting  because  of  traffic  flows,  say,  from  Ann 
Arbor,  Detroit  across  to  Cleveland,  Pittsburgh  area,  which  now  is  a 
fairly  circuitous  situation. 

Mr.  Carr.  Which  crossing  at  Maumee? 

Mr.  Cadwallader.  There  is  an  anticipated  new  crossing  right 
where  the  river  flows  into  the  bay.  It  has  not  been  precisely  located 
yet,  but  generally  speaking,  it  would  be 

Mr.  Carr.  There  is  an  interstate  bridge  there  now. 

Mr.  Brennan.  There  is. 

Mr.  Cadwallader.  Right  downtown. 

Mr.  Carr.  Why  do  they  need  a  new  one? 

Mr.  Brennan.  That  is  inadequate.  That  is  a  drawbridge.  It  was 
built  in  1957.  It  is  overloaded.  Toledo  has  passed  legislation  that 
allows  Michigan's  140,000  pound  gross  vehicle  weight  trucks  into 
State  to  come  into  Toledo,  and  the  State  of  Ohio  has  a  limit  of 
80,000  gross  vehicle  weight.  In  effect,  it  is  making  the  bridge  worse. 
It  probably  never  should  have  been  a  drawbridge  in  the  first  place, 
but  it  was  built  as  a  drawbridge  in  the  mid-1950s  and  we  are  stuck 
with  it. 

Mr.  Cadwallader.  It  is  a  drawbridge  because  of  the  oceangoing 
vessels  that  flow  south  to 

Mr.  Brennan.  The  port  extends  12  miles  upriver. 
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Mr.  Carr.  Is  1-75  congested  in  any  way? 

Mr.  Cadwallader.  It  is  probably  the  most  congested  interstate 
highway  in  the  United  States.  It  has  the  highest  traffic  flow 
through  Cincinnati.  It  is  reaching  now  about  120,000  vehicles  a 
day. 

Mr.  Carr.  How  about  between  Finley  and  Toledo? 

Mr.  Brennan.  It  is  well  travelled.  I  can't  give  you  the  exact 
count.  It  is  not  as  high  as  it  is  in  Cincinnati,  but  it  does  fluctuate. 
When  you  have  the  snow  birds  heading  for  Florida,  they  are 
coming  right  down  1-75. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  this  is  one  of  the  arguments  of  building  this 
spur  from  Carey,  following  23  up  past  Fostoria  because  the  point  is 
that  we  do  not  feel  that  by  building  73  and  starting  at  the  Finley  I- 
75  junction,  that  we  would  worsen  the  bad  situation  already  exist- 
ing on  75. 

So  the  idea  is  to  have  that  spur,  if  you  will,  that  runs  from  Carey 
north  around  Fostoria  up  to  turnpike  to  relieve  75. 

Mr.  Cadwallader.  In  the  bigger  scheme  of  things,  there  will 
have  to  be  a  wedding,  of  sorts,  between  ODOT  and  the  Turnpike 
Commission  because  this  is  hundreds  of  billions  of  dollars  through- 
out the  entire  corridor.  It  would  be  foolish  to  have  what  one  would 
call  a  Chinese  tunnel,  that  West  Virginia  would  finish  something 
from  Bluefield  at  the  southern  tip  up  to  Huntington  and  not  flow 
into  something  that  complements  that. 

That  is  what  this  endeavor  is. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  thank  you  gentlemen  for  being  here. 


Tuesday,  March  23,  1993. 
TEXAS  TGV  corporation 

WITNESS 

LARRY  E.  SALCI,  VICE  CHAIRMAN  AND  CHAIRMAN  OF  THE  EXECUTIVE 
COMMITTEE,  TEXAS  TGV  CORPORATION 

Mr.  Carr.  Our  next  witness  is  Mr.  Salci  of  the  Texas  TGV  Corpo- 
ration, who  was  earlier  scheduled  to  testify.  It  was  the  Monday 
after  the  snowstorm  and  I  was  even  late  in  getting  in.  We  are  glad 
to  have  you  here  today. 

Mr.  Salcl  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  apologize  and  I  appreciate  your  patience  in  allowing  me  to  tes- 
tify today.  Some  things  we  can't  control. 

Mr.  Carr.  That's  right. 

Mr.  Salcl  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  subcommittee, 
again  I  thank  you  for  inviting  me  to  testify  before  the  committee 
on  behalf  of  the  Texas  TGV  Corporation. 

For  the  record,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  my  full  statement  to 
be  entered  and  I  will  brief  and  summarize  my  remarks  here  this 
morning. 

Mr.  Carr.  Without  objection,  your  prepared  statement  will 
appear  in  the  record. 

Mr.  Salcl  I  would  like  to  take  just  a  moment  to  briefly  describe 
the  Texas  TGV  project  and  move  directly  to  suggestions  to  promote 
the  development  of  high  speed  rail  in  the  United  States. 
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The  Texas  TGV  will  provide  non-stop  200  mph  service  between 
Houston  and  Dallas,  between  San  Antonio,  Austin,  and  Dallas,  and 
between  Dallas  DFW  Airport  and  Fort  Worth.  This  is  a  service 
area  commonly  referred  to  as  the  Texas  Triangle. 

The  rolling  stock  will  be  specially  adapted  for  the  Texas  TGV 
and  will  be  based  on  the  design  of  the  operationally  proven  TGV 
Atlantique  system.  This  was  the  same  design  which  established  the 
world  ground  speed  record  for  fixed  guideway  vehicles  of  320  mph 
in  May  of  1990.  The  system  planned  for  Texas  will  go  beyond  the 
Atlantique  in  terms  of  on-board  services  and  amenities. 

I  want  to  emphasize,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  while  the  Texas  TGV 
project  will  incorporate  French  technology  through  technology 
transfer  from  GEC-Alsthom  and  the  significant  United  States  pres- 
ence of  Bombardier  Corporation,  manufacture  of  the  rolling  stock 
will  fully  comply  with  Buy  American  requirements. 

Moreover,  the  engineering  and  civil  work  construction  which  is 
by  far  the  largest  component  of  the  project's  cost  will  be  performed 
by  United  States  corporations  and  managed  by  our  corporate 
shareholder,  Morrison-Knudsen. 

Based  upon  our  studies,  the  Texas  TGV  project  is  expected  to 
provide  30,000  to  35,000  construction  phase  jobs  and  nearly  10,000 
direct  and  indirect  jobs  during  its  operation. 

We  would  offer  the  following  high  speed  rail  development  in  cor- 
ridors beyond  the  northeast  corridor.  Number  one.  Federal  assist- 
ance for  planning,  feasibility,  ridership,  and  environmental  studies 
as  well  as  other  Federal  mandates. 

Today  virtually  every  other  mode  of  passenger  transportation  is 
eligible  for  Federal  assistance  in  the  planning,  engineering  and  en- 
vironmental impact  analysis  phase  of  a  given  project. 

In  the  case  of  highways  and  rapid  transit  new  starts,  80  percent 
of  these  costs  are  assisted  by  Federal  grant  funds.  In  an  effort  to 
reduce  modal  bias,  you  would  suggest  a  similar  structure  of  assist- 
ance for  high  speed  rail  projects. 

Following  efforts  of  ISTEA  to  minimize  the  bias  among  surface 
transportation  modes,  we  believe  that  Federal  funding  for  these  es- 
sential steps,  which  minimize  engineering  and  financial  mistakes 
later,  is  a  reasonable  Federal  investment  and  an  appropriate  Fed- 
eral promotion  role. 

Second,  high  speed  rail  transportation  trust  fund  account. 

Given  the  President's  and  Congress'  dual  focus  on  infrastructure 
investment  and  reducing  the  deficit,  we  would  suggest  a  user  few 
concept,  specifically  in  exchange  for  extending  eligibility  to  high 
speed  rail  programs  for  highway  trust  funds.  Today,  we  would  pro- 
pose a  plan  to  repair  today's  investment  with  a  10  percent  ticket 
tax  to  be  imposed  on  high  speed  rail  passengers,  the  proceeds  of 
which  will  be  returned  to  the  highway  trust  fund. 

This  concept  is  similar  to  those  employed  by  both  aviation 
modes. 

Third,  permit  States  to  use  right-of-way  revolving  funds  for  high 
speed  projects. 

You  may  recall  seeing  in  section  128  of  S.  1204  of  last  year's 
Senate  version  of  what  became  ISTEA,  proposed  that  passenger 
rail  facilities  be  eligible  as  projects  for  the  use  of  right-of-way  re- 
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volving  account  funds.  Although  this  provision  was  dropped  in  con- 
ference, we  would  suggest  its  reconsideration. 

Fourth,  senior  grade  bond  insurance  program. 

A  few  weeks  ago,  the  Commission  to  Promote  Investment  in 
America's  Infrastructure,  which  was  established  under  ISTEA, 
issued  its  final  report.  Among  its  recommendations  is  a  proposal  to 
reestablish  an  insurance  mechanism  to  enhance  the  rating  of  infra- 
structure projects,  which  might  include  high  speed  rail,  to  attract 
private  capital  to  a  project.  By  providing  this  bond  guarantee, 
project  ratings  are  raised  to  investment  grade,  attracting  investors 
which  otherwise  might  ignore  such  investment  opportunities. 

Fifth,  tax-exempt  bond  treatment  for  high  speed  rail  projects. 

Under  current  law,  bonds  issued  for  high  speed  rail  projects  are 
tax-exempt.  They  are,  however,  subject  to  the  State  private  activity 
volume  cap,  which  renders  them  almost  useless  because  these  caps 
are  so  low  relative  to  the  project  cost.  By  allowing  bonds  issued  for 
high  speed  rail  projects  to  be  treated  in  an  identical  fashion  to 
bonds  issued  for  airports  or  other  surface  transportation  projects 
outside  these  volume  caps,  significant  private  investment  can  be  at- 
tracted to  high  speed  rail  projects. 

Mr.  Chairman,  these  five  suggestions  are  offered  as  an  array  of 
ideas  which  will  greatly  assist  in  the  attraction  of  private  capital  to 
high  speed  rail.  Clearly,  what  we  are  proposing  also  involves  direct 
Federal  expenditures  for  high  speed  rail,  a  clear  change  in  the  Fed- 
eral policy  which  has  prevailed  over  the  past  decade. 

Perhaps  the  most  difficult  capital  to  find  is  the  venture  capital 
needed  to  begin  these  projects.  For  this  reason,  we  have  suggested 
direct  Federal  assistant  on  part  with  historically  accorded  to  other 
modes  of  transportation.  We  have  also  suggested  direct  funding  for 
construction.  And  while  we  have  not  settled  on  any  match  levels,  it 
is  our  assessment  that  overmatches  of  private  funds — similar  to  the 
overmatch  of  State  or  local  funds — for  the  FTA  section  3  new  start 
program  should  be  considered. 

In  closing,  Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  say  that  while  the  President's 
leadership  on  high  speed  rail  has  attracted  national  interest  in  this 
technology,  we  recognize  that  you  and  your  subcommittee  are  now 
confronted  with  whether  or  not  there  should  be  a  Federal  role  in 
developing  high  speed  rail  and  how  that  role  is  to  be  paid  for. 

This  is  not  an  enviable  task,  but  we  believe  that  there  is  a  very 
appropriate  role  for  high  speed  rail  in  a  total  and  balanced  nation- 
al transportation  system.  We  look  forward  to  working  with  you 
through  this  session. 

In  closing,  I  am  aware  that  Southwest  Airlines  chairman.  Herb 
Kelleher,  placed  strong  emphasis  on  the  fact  that  Southwest  is  a 
privately  financed  unsubsidized  air  carrier  and  made  a  number  of 
comments  regarding  the  Texas  high  speed  rail  project. 

With  all  due  respect  for  the  service  Southwest  offers,  service 
which  I  use  periodically,  to  suggest  that  it  is  unsubsidized  is  simply 
inaccurate.  Southwest  enjoys  a  subsidy  which  no  other  airline  of- 
fering domestic  service  has:  a  Federal  monopoly  in  a  niche  market. 
The  Love  Field  Amendment,  enacted  as  part  of  the  International 
Air  Transportation  Competition  Act  of  1979  prohibits  any  other 
airline  from  offering  service  to  or  from  Love  Field  to  any  of  the 
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markets  which  Southwest  served  under  a  protected  regulated 
regime. 

I  would  not  want  to  begin  to  quantify  the  financial  implications 
of  this  subsidy,  although  it  is  somewhat  analogous  to  a  single  carri- 
er having  solo  rights  to  fly  to  or  from  Washington's  National  Air- 
port to  New  York,  Boston,  Detroit,  and  Cincinnati. 

There  are  other  issues  in  Mr.  Kelleher's  statement  to  which  we 
would  take  exception,  but  I  wouldn't  like  to  take  the  time  of  the 
subcommittee  to  raise  them  at  this  time. 

Again,  I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  testify.  I  will  be  happy  to 
answer  any  questions  you  might  have. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Salci  follows:] 
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Mr.  Chairman,  and  members  of  the  Subcommittee,  thank  you  for 
inviting  me  to  testify  before  you  on  behalf  of  the  Texas  TGV 
Corporation.   The  scheduling  of  this  hearing  is  indeed  timely, 
coming  just  two  weeks  after  President  Clinton's  announcement  of 
important  policy  initiatives  to  assist  the  start-up  phase  and 
construction  of  high  speed  rail  projects,   this  hearing  presents 
the  unique  opportunity  to  suggest  a  structure  for  the  President's 
initiatives.   I  applaud  your  quick  action  in  holding  this  hearing 
and  appreciate  your  hearing  our  views  on  high  speed  rail. 

I  would  like  to  take  just  a  moment  to  briefly  describe  the 
Texas  TGV  Corporation  and  the  project  we  are  pursuing.   The  three 
major  industrial  shareholders  are  Morrison-Knudsen,  Bombardier 
Corporation  and  GEC-Alsthom. 

ROUTE  ALIGNMENT 

The  Texas  TGV  will  provide  nonstop  200  MPH  service  between 
Houston  and  Dallas,  between  San  Antonio,  Austin  and  Dallas,  and 
between  Dallas  DFW  Airport  and  Fort  Worth.   This  is  a  service 
area,  commonly  referred  to  as  the  "Texas  Triangle,"  which 
contains  60%  of  the  state's  population  and  which  generates  over 
75%  of  the  state's  gross  domestic  product. 

Travel  between  these  cities  will  be  on  a  non-stop  schedule 
with  half  hour  departures  through  most  of  the  day  and  with 
fifteen  minute  departures  during  peak  periods.   The  TGV  will 
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provide  service  at  a  very  high  level  of  reliability,  comfort,  and 
ease  of  use.   Stations  or  terminals  are  planned  for: 

Houston,  Central  Business  District 

Houston,  Northwest  Suburban 

Dallas/Fort  Worth  International  Airport 

Fort  Worth 

Austin 

San  Antonio 
In  addition  to  these  principal  stations,  service  is  being 
planned  for  the  cities  of  Bryan — College  Station  and  Waco,  and 
possibly  Houston  Intercontinental  Airport,  through  frequency  and 
method  of  service  to  these  communities  has  yet  to  be  determined. 
The  route  for  the  Texas  TGV  is  appended  to  this  statement. 

PASSENGER  ROLLING  STOCK  AND  ON  BOARD  SERVICE 

The  rolling  stock  will  be  specially  adapted  for  the  Texas 
TGV  and  will  be  based  on  the  design  of  the  next  generation  of  the 
operationally  proven  TGV  Atlantique  which  currently  operates  at 
186  M.P.H.   This  was  the  same  design  which  established  the  world 
ground  speed  record  for  fixed  guideway  vehicles  of  320  miles  per 
hour  in  May  of  1990.   The  system  planned  for  Texas  will  go  beyond 
the  Atlantique;  it  will  initially  operate  at  200  M.P.H.  and  the 
system  infrastructure  is  designed  to  accommodate  speeds  up  to  250 
M.P.H.   Also,  in  terms  of  on-board  services  and  amenities, 
features  have  been  specifically  developed  to  enhance  the 
productivity  of  the  Texas  TGV  passenger,  and  include: 
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Three  classes  of  passenger  accommodations:  First  Class, 
Business  Class  and  Coach. 

Expanded  seat  spacing  and  legroom  in  all  accommodations 
which  approaches  First  Class  seat  spacing  in  airlines. 
Reserved  seating  for  all  passengers. 
Several  small  group  seating  arrangements  with 
conference/work  tables. 

High  guality  commercial  phone  service  available 
throughout  the  train.   Free  phone  calls  may  be  made  to 
either  destination  or  departure  terminal  cities.   All 
long  distance  carriers  will  be  accessible  for  calls 
outside  of  the  Triangle  simply  by  using  the  "Dial  O" 
service  which  is  available  on  most  public  phones  today. 
Business  productivity  features  including  on  board 
rental  car  services  as  well  as  facsimile  transmission 
and  receive  capabilities. 

A  food  and  beverage  car  at  the  center  of  train,  with 
in-seat  service  to  First  and  Business  Class  passengers. 
Integrated  tickets  with  selected  airlines  will  allow 
for  smooth  feeder  operations  to  major  hub  airports, 
such  as  DFW.   Check  in  service  provided  at  TGV 
terminals  by  host  carrier  personnel  will  include 
baggage  check  through  and  seat  assignments  for  all  trip 
segments . 
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A  total  "Customer  Service"  approach  has  been 
contemplated  to  provide  seamless  service  for  all 
passengers  including  those  with  an  airport  connection. 
Arrival  and  departure  schedules  at  half  hour  intervals 
throughout  the  day  with  increased  frequency  during 
heavy  demand  periods. 

Specially  designed  seating  and  other  accommodations  — 
including  level  platform  access  —  will  enable  persons 
with  disabilities  to  easily  board  and  use  the  high 
speed  train  services. 

Texas  TGV  expects  a  fare  structure  that  will  be 
competitive  with  or  less  than  the  airline  fare 
structure , 
A  detailed  analysis  of  the  revenue  impacts  of  these  features 
is  currently  under  way. 

TEXAS  TGV  CAN  EFFECTIVELY  LINK  WITH  LONG  HAUL  AIR  OPERATIONS 

With  these  kinds  of  amenities  and  reliable  perf ormanc^e,  the 
Texas  TGV  should  be  highly  competitive  with  all  modes  of  travel 
between  Texas  Triangle  cities.   The  Texas  TGV  should  also  be 
ideally  suited  in  a  feeder  role  for  major  hub  airports  such  as 
Dallas/Fort  Worth  (DFW)  and  Houston  Intercontinental  (LAH) .   Over 
the  next  twenty  years,  carriers  serving  these  airports  will  be 
looking  to  ever  distant  markets  to  serve  out  of  these  hubs.   New, 
more  efficient  long  haul  aircraft  will  accentuate  this  effort. 
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On  the  operational  side,  airlines  will  continue  to  look  for 
better  operating  efficiencies.   They  are  finding  these 
efficiencies  in  their  hub  operations  by  considering  the  shift  to 
"continuous"  hubbing.   This  will  require  high-frequency  and  high 
volume  feeds,  particularly  on  the  short  haul  routes,  to  make  them 
especially  effective.   At  the  seune  time,  it  is  very  costly  to 
offer  more  than  twelve  to  thirteen  such  short  haul  connections  by 
air.   An  integrated  service  using  the  Texas  TGV,  on  the  other 
hand,  should  be  able  to  dramatically  increase  service  frequencies 
to  all  Texas  cities  by  perhaps  a  factor  of  three.    This  service 
should  also  be  able  to  offer  this  for  lower  total  costs  than 
these  carriers  now  incur,  and  should  be  able  to  do  so  with  much 
greater  on-time  reliability.   With  highly  integrated  facilities 
at  the  hub  airport  and  a  continued  role  for  the  long  haul 
carriers  in  selling  the  tickets  and  handling  passenger  check  in, 
the  Texas  TGV  should  be  a  highly  complimentary  —  and  highly 
efficient  —  alternative  to  continued  use  of  aircraft  to  feed 
passengers  from  the  Texas  Triangle  cities  to  Texas'  major  air 
hubs. 

This  alliance  can  be  crucial  in  improving  the  ability  of 
long  haul  carriers  to  efficiently  serve  more  distant  markets 
sooner  and  existing  markets  better. 

EMPLOYMENT  IMPACTS 

The  Texas  TGV  Project  is  expected  to  provide  30,000  -  35,000 
construction  phase  jobs  and  nearly  10,000  direct  and  indirect 
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jobs  during  its  operations  phase.   High  speed  train  technology 
will  utilize  many  of  the  telecommunications  and  aerospace  skills 
which  have  already  come  to  Texas.   Further,  with  an  assembly 
plant  in  the  state,  Texas  TGV  will  position  Texas  as  a  base  from 
which  high  speed  rail  skills,  services,  and  products  can  be 
provided  to  other  parts  of  the  country  as  they  follow  in  their 
development  of  intercity  high  speed  rail. 

I  want  to  emphasize,  however,  Mr.  Chairman  that  while  the 
Texas  TGV  Project  will  incorporate  French  technology,  through 
technology  transfer  from  GEC-Alsthom  and  the  significant  United 
States  presence  of  Bombardier  Corporation,  manufacture  of  the 
rolling  stock  will  fully  comply  with  Buy  America  requirements. 
Moreover,  the  engineering  and  civil  work  construction  which  is  by 
far  the  largest  component  of  the  project's  cost  will  be  performed 
by  U.S.  corporations  and  managed  by  our  corporate  shareholder, 
Morrison-Knudsen . 

Having  provided  you  with  the  scope  of  the  Texas  TGV  Project 
as  a  backdrop;  I  would  like  to  turn  to  the  focus  of  your  hearing 
today:   Developing  high  speed  rail  in  the  United  States.   We 
would  offer  the  following  suggestions. 

I.    FEDERAL  ASSISTANCE  FOR  PLANNING,  FEASIBILITY,  RIDERSHIP  AND 
ENVIRONMENTAL  STUDIES  AS  WELL  AS  OTHER  FEDERAL  MANDATES 

Today,  virtually  every  other  mode  of  passenger 

transportation  is  eligible  for  federal  assistance  in  the 

planning,  engineering  and  environmental  impact  analysis  phase  of 

a  given  project.   In  the  case  of  highways  and  rapid  transit  new 
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starts,  80%  of  the  planning,  engineering  and  environmental  impact 
statement  costs  are  assisted  by  federal  grant  funds.   In  an 
effort  to  reduce  modal  bias,  we  would  suggest  a  similar  structure 
of  assistance  for  high  speed  rail  projects.   Following  the 
efforts  of  ISTEA  to  minimize  the  bias  among  surface 
transportation  modes,  we  believe  that  federal  funding  for  these 
essential  steps,  which  minimize  engineering  and  financial 
mistakes  later,  is  a  reasonable  federal  investment  and  an 
appropriate  federal  promotion  role.   The  source  of  these  funds 
could  perhaps  come  through  adding  some  flexibility  provisions  to 
Section  1036  of  the  High  Speed  Rail  Ground  Transportation  Program 
which  has  already  been  authorized  in  ISTEA  through  1997. 

II.   HIGH  SPEED  RAIL  TRANSPORTATION  TRUST  FUND  ACCOUNT 

Given  the  President's  and  the  Congress'  dual  focus  on 
infrastructure  investment  and  reducing  the  deficit,  we  would 
suggest  a  user  fee  concept.   Specifically,  in  exchange  for 
extending  eligibility  to  high  speed  rail  programs  for  Highway 
Trust  Funds  today,  we  would  propose  a  plan  to  repay  today's 
investment  with  a  10%  ticket  tax  to  be  imposed  on  high  speed  rail 
passengers,  the  proceeds  of  which  would  be  returned  to  the 
Highway  Trust  Fund.   The  amount  to  be  made  eligible  for  high 
speed  rail  funding  could  be  based  upon  such  factors  as 
conservative  ridership  projections,  a  repayment  schedule  which 
reflects  the  useful  life  of  the  system,  and  the  near-term 
financial  needs  of  developing  other  high  speed  rail  projects. 
This  concept  is  similar  to  the  user  fees  employed  by  both  surface 
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transportation  and  aviation  modes.   Admittedly,  there  is  a  draw 
on  the  trust  fund  in  advance  of  repayment,  but  this  investment 
would  be  analogous  to  the  federal  support  provided  to  highways 
and  the  aviation  industry  prior  to  the  establishment  of  their 
respective  trust  funds. 

III.  PERMIT  STATES  TO  USE  RIGHT  OF  WAY  REVOLVING  FUNDS  FOR  HIGH 
SPEED  RAIL  PROJECTS 

Mr,  Chairman,  Section  128  of  S.  1204,  the  Senate  version  of 

what  became  ISTEA,  proposed  "passenger  rail  facilities"  as 

eligible  projects  for  the  use  of  right-of-way  revolving  account 

funds.   Although  this  provision  was  dropped  in  conference,  we 

would  suggest  its  reconsideration.   The  revolving  fund  concept 

has  saved  many  millions  of  dollars  in  highway  construction  costs, 

it  could  provide  similar  savings  to  high  speed  rail  projects. 

IV.  SENIOR  GRADE  BOND  INSURANCE  PROGRAM 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  initiation  of  an  investment  grade  bond 
insurance  program  for  infrastructure  is  really  the  adaptation  of 
a  concept  that  has  worked  in  attracting  private  sector 
investments  to  health  care  and  educational  facilities.   Last 
month  the  Commission  to  Promote  Investment  in  America's 
Infrastructure,  which  was  established  under  ISTEA,  issued  its 
final  report.   Among  it's  recommendations  is  a  proposal  to 
establish  an  insurance  mechanism  to  enhance  the  rating  of 
infrastructure  projects  (which  might  include  high  speed  rail)  to 
attract  private  capital  to  a  project.   Using  the  model  of  the 
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College  Construction  Loan  Insurance  Association  (ConnieLee) ,  the 
Commission  focused  on  the  success  that  ConnieLee  has  achieved  in 
guaranteeing  bonds  issued  by  colleges,  universities  and  teaching 
hospitals.   By  providing  this  bond  guarantee,  project  ratings  are 
raised  to  investment  grade,  attracting  investors  which  otherwise 
might  ignore  such  investment  opportunities.   A  bond  insurance 
program,  established  with  a  minimum  federal  investment,  could 
foster  literally  millions  of  dollars  in  private  investment  into 
high  speed  rail  and  other  infrastructure  projects. 

V.    TAX-EXEMPT  BOND  TREATMENT  FOR  HIGH  SPEED  RAIL  PROJECTS 

Under  current  law,  bonds  issued  for  high  speed  rail  projects 
are  tax-exempt.   They  are,  however,  subject  to  the  state  private 
activity  volume  cap  which  renders  them  almost  useless  because 
these  caps  are  so  low.   By  allowing  bonds  issued  for  high  speed 
rail  projects  to  be  treated  in  an  identical  fashion  to  bonds 
issued  for  airports  or  other  surface  transportation  projects, 
i.e.,  outside  these  volume  caps,  significant  private  investment 
can  be  attracted  to  high  speed  rail  projects. 

CONCLUSION 
Mr.  Chairman,  these  five  suggestions  are  offered  as  a  array 
of  ideas  which  will  greatly  assist  in  the  attraction  of  private 
capital  to  high  speed  rail.   Clearly,  what  we  are  proposing  also 
involves  direct  federal  expenditures  for  high  speed  rail,  a  clear 
change  in  the  federal  policy  which  has  prevailed  over  the  past 
decade.   High  speed  rail  is  not  a  technology  still  under  test  and 
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development.   It's  benefits  have  been  demonstrated  widely  in 
Europe  and  Japan.   Promoting  the  development  of  high  speed  rail 
in  the  U.S.  will  have  real  and  substantive  benefits  beyond  just 
mobility  enhancement.   Environmental  and  social  improvements,  and 
long-term  job  creation  are  benefits  which  will  have  real  impact 
on  our  nation. 

We  are  suggesting  a  federal  role  which  will  serve  to  attract 
private  capital.   We  will  acknowledge  that  levels  of  private 
investment  are  determined  by  levels  of  risk.   Some  of  the 
concepts  we  have  outlined  are  clearly  designed  to  reduce  levels 
of  risk  which  in  turn  have  the  inverse  effect  of  attracting 
private  capital. 

Perhaps  the  most  difficult  capital  to  find  is  the  venture 
capital  needed  to  begin  these  projects.   For  this  reason  we  have 
suggested  direct  federal  assistance  on  par  with  that  historically 
accorded  to  other  modes  of  transportation.   We  have  also 
suggested  direct  funding  for  construction.   While  we  have  not 
settled  on  any  match  levels,  it  io  our  assessment  that  "over- 
matches" of  private  funds  similar  to  the  "overmatch"  of  state  or 
local  funds  for  the  FTA  Section  3  New  Start  program  should  be 
considered.   While  the  Federal  government  would  clearly  take  on 
the  initial  burden  of  establishing  project  feasibility,  as  it 
does  in  other  modes  of  transportation,  we  would  propose  that  the 
private  sector  fund  a  large  share  of  construction  costs  in  terms 
of  absolute  dollars. 
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In  closing,  Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  say  that  while  the 
President's  leadership  on  high  speed  rail  has  attracted  national 
interest  in  this  technology,  we  recognize  that  you  are  now 
confronted  with  whether  or  not  there  should  be  a  federal  role  in 
developing  high  speed  rail  and  how  that  role  is  to  be  paid  for. 
This  is  not  am  envieUsle  task,  but  we  pledge  to  work  with  you  in 
anyway  possible  to  help  in  this  effort.   Thank  you  for  inviting 
me  to  testify.   I  will  be  pleased  to  answer  any  questions. 
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Mr.  Carr.  Let  me  invite  you  to  take  the  time  and  critique  Mr. 
Kelleher's  testimony. 

Mr.  Salci.  Southwest  Airlines  began  23  years  ago.  It  has  been  a 
very  successful  business  and  it  is  a  great  success  story  in  Texas. 
They  have  now  become  a  regional  carrier  as  well. 

The  Texas  Turnpike  Authority,  which  was  created  several  years 
ago,  studied  the  concept  of  creating  high  speed  rail  in  Texas  and 
concluded  that  a  process  should  be  established  and  a  regulatory 
process  was  established  and  a  franchise  process,  in  which  we  par- 
ticipated, was  undertaken. 

Southwest  Airlines  became  a  regular  member  of  that  process  and 
testified  on  behalf  of  the  other  two  competitors  over  a  3-month 
time  period.  So  they  have  a  very,  very  specific  interest  in  this 
project,  and  the  issue,  quite  simply,  is  competition.  It  is  ironic  that 
23  years  ago,  when  two  major  carriers  in  Texas — namely  Texas 
International  and  Branniff — were  the  major  carriers  of  these  mar- 
kets. Southwest  Airlines  argued  very  strongly  before  the  various 
regulatory  bodies  that  they  should  be  given  a  license  because  the 
services  being  offered  needed  competition. 

What  we  are  discussing  today  is  an  identical  situation  where  we 
have  a  monopoly  situation  in  the  Texas  Triangle.  We  are  talking 
about  offering  connect  services.  The  concept  of  the  whole  project  is 
not  an  air-versus-rail  situation,  Mr.  Chairman.  It  is  a  concept  of 
providing  short  haul  service  equivalent  to  the  service  that  is  cur- 
rently being  provided  by  Southwest  Airlines  for  connect  traffic  to 
the  major  airlines  that  serve  both  Houston  Intercontinental  and 
DFW  airports.  To  allow  those  services  to  be  competitive,  obviously 
we  have  to  have  the  same  travel  time  and  speed  characteristics 
that  the  airlines  enjoy. 

We  believe  that  project  we  have  defined  will  do  that. 

Secondly,  in  our  application  and  Mr.  Kelleher's  comments  he 
noted  that  the  State  of  Texas  prohibits  the  use  of  any  public  funds. 
The  statute  that  created  the  Texas  High  Speed  Rail  Authority  very 
specifically  prohibits  the  use  of  State  appropriated  funds  directly  to 
the  Texas  High  Speed  Rail  Authority.  It  does  not  specifically  pro- 
hibit the  use  of  public  funds  for  the  project. 

I  am  saying  specifically  that  if  we  were  to  secure  agreements 
with  local  municipalities,  cities,  metropolitan  transit  authorities  for 
either  share  or  joint  use  facilities  or  acquisition  of  rights-of-way — 
that  is  clearly  not  prohibited.  Nor  is  the  direct  flow  of  Federal  dol- 
lars if  they  are  made  available  for  environmental  studies  or  other 
preliminary  engineering  activities.  If  other  modes  are  eligible,  we 
would  still  also  be  eligible. 

That  needs  to  be  clarified  because  that  has  become  a  point  of 
contention. 

We  are  acutely  aware  of  the  concern  of  the  Legislature  in  the 
State  of  Texas  about  the  use  of  the  appropriation  of  State  funds.  I 
don't  want  to  minimize  that. 

The  real  issue  is  that  the  financial  markets  are  going  to  deter- 
mine whether  this  project  is  viable  or  not.  We  are  talking  about 
leveraging  the  use  of  very  large  sums  of  private  funds  with  some 
public  funds  to  attract  a  transportation  system,  a  development  that 
we  think  is  badly  needed. 
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The  corridors  that  are  served  today  carry  somewhere  in  the 
neighborhood  of  11  million  to  12  million.  By  the  year  1998  to  2000, 
that  is  going  to  double  and  it  is  going  to  double  again  by  the  year 
2015.  Existing  transportation  infrastructure  simply  is  not  going  to 
be  able  to  handle  that  kind  of  transportation  density. 

In  short,  that  covers  the  major  issues  with  which  I  would  take 
exception  concerning  Mr.  Kelleher's  testimony.  His  other  com- 
ments regarding  the  commercial  aerospace  and  aviation  industry — 
frankly,  I  don't  think  those  are  relevant.  The  status  of  today's  air 
carriers  and  the  manufacturers  that  supply  those  carriers  I  don't 
think  at  all  is  related  to  the  development  of  other  modes  of  trans- 
portation. 

It  is  a  serious  problem  that  needs  to  be  addressed  by  the  Con- 
gress and  by  the  Administration.  I  think  you  are  well  aware  of 
that.  But  I  would  take  exception  to  the  statement  that  we  are 
threatening  the  livelihood  of  these  other  major  carriers. 

I  say  that  even  £is  my  parent  corporation  owns  four  aerospace 
companies  and  is  very  active  with  all  those  major  aerospace  compa- 
nies, including  Boeing  and  McDonnell  Douglas. 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr. Wolf? 

Mr.  Wolf.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  would  just  like  to  make  a  comment. 

Were  you  here  when  the  gentleman  from  Southwest  testified? 

Mr.  Salci.  No,  I  was  not,  Mr.  Wolf. 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  think  it  would  be  worthwhile  for  you  to  get  his  testi- 
mony and  make  a  point  by  point  rebuttal  if  you  can  because  I  was 
very  impressed  with  his  testimony. 

If  I  were  in  his  shoes  and  everything  that  he  said  is  true,  you 
could  see  where  the  concern  would  be. 

So  you  may  want  to  do  this.  If  you  ever  take  the  time  to  do  that, 
I  would  be  interested  to  see  your  rebuttal.  I  thought  he  gave  very 
good  testimony.  But  again,  I  don't  know  that  much  about  the  sub- 
ject, but  I  woidd  like  to  hear  your  comments. 

Mr.  Salci.  Mr.  Kelleher  is  obviously  a  proven  and  very  successful 
executive.  I  have  discussed  these  issues  with  Southwest  over  a 
period  of  several  months  in  the  hearings.  If  that  would  be  of  inter- 
est to  you  and  the  committee,  I  would  be  happy  to  address  the  con- 
cerns that  he  raised. 

But  I  think  there  are  some  statements  that  are  just  simply  not 
accurate  that  need  to  be  addressed. 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  think  it  would  be  helpful  if  you  did. 

Are  you  talking  about  ultra  high  speed  or  high  speed? 

Mr.  Salci.  I  guess  it  would  be  defined  today  as  ultra  high  speed, 
that  is,  speeds  above  150  mph. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Do  you  have  any  sense  if  that  is  what  the  Administra- 
tion is  talking  about?  Is  the  Administration  talking  about  ultra 
high  speed? 

Mr.  Salci.  The  conversations  I  have  had  with  the  people  in  the 
Administration  that  are  there  today — I  have  not  specifically 
spoken  with  Secretary  Pena  about  this,  but  other  members  of  the 
organization  I  have  spoken  to. 

The  plan  that  they  are  talking  about  is  in  development.  I  think 
they  are  willing  to  look  at  all  levels  of  rail  as  a  Federal  support 
level.  That  process  is  basically  in  debate  right  now.  We  have  pro- 
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vided  our  input  to  them  as  to  how  we  think  projects  can  be  devel- 
oped. 

Clearly,  you  have  the  incremental  approach,  which  is  what  we 
have  been  operating  under  for  the  last  30  years.  Amtrak  has  been 
very  successful  with  the  limited  resource  it  has  had.  They  need  ad- 
ditional improvements. 

The  real  issue  with  whether  it  is  125  mph  or  150  mph  or  200 
mph  is  a  function  basically  of  origin/destination  pairs  and  revenue 
generated  from  those  pairs  as  it  relates  to  the  support  of  the  serv- 
ice. That  is  what  we're  talking  about  in  Texas. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Are  you  here  representing  Texas  or  just  the  concept 
of  ultra  high  speed? 

Mr.  Salci.  I  am  here  representing  the  Texas  TGV  Corporation, 
but  I  am  speaking  today  from  a  policy  standpoint  of  what  we  think 
needs  to  be  done  by  the  United  States  Congress  in  addressing  the 
development  of  high  speed  rail. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Do  you  deal  with  the  issue  of  grade  crossings? 

Mr.  Salci.  Yes,  we  do.  We  have  been  working  with  the  FRA  for 
the  past  18  months.  They  have  formally  set  up  a  mechanism  within 
FRA  to  certify  the  operation  of  an  exclusive  grade-separated 
system.  The  only  way  a  system  at  200  mph  will  work  is  that  it  has 
to  be  grade-separated.  That  is  included  in  the  project  development 
activities  and  cost  projections  for  our  system. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  DeLay.  Welcome  to  the  committee. 

The  first  thing  I  want  to  ask,  Mr.  Salci,  is,  when  this  project  was 
first  conceptualized  and  formed  and  the  principles  came  together, 
they  came  to  see  me  and  talk  to  me  about  it.  At  that  time,  I  was 
led  to  believe  that  no  Federal  funds  would  be  necessary  for  this 
project. 

That  was  about  3  or  4  years  ago.  I  haven't  seen  anybody  since.  I 
would  like  to  know  what  changed  between  then  and  now. 

Mr.  Salcl  I  would  be  more  than  happy  to  sit  down  and  discuss 
this  with  you,  Congressman  DeLay.  I  have  been  appointed  presi- 
dent of  the  corporation  about  3  weeks  ago.  Bear  with  me.  It  has 
been  a  recent  appointment.  The  corporation  that  I  represent  only 
became  a  consortium  in  October  of  1992. 

We  were  deeply  involved  in  the  project,  however,  but  we  were 
not  a  shareholder  and  therefore  had  no  role  in  management. 

I  don't  know  what  was  said,  but  I  would  be  more  than  happy  to 
give  you  a  full  briefing.  I  do  know  from  our  involvement  in  other 
projects  that  there  was  a  concept  being  promoted  nationally  that 
high  speed  rail  was  an  economically  viable,  totally  profit  oriented 
private  sector  activity.  I  have  personally  never  believed  that.  I  be- 
lieve that  there  is  an  appropriate  role  for  the  development  of  sys- 
tems. I  believe  they  can  be  largely  privately  financed  in  the  con- 
cept of  Texas,  clearly  the  incremental  approach. 

I  believe  from  the  history  of  Florida  and  California,  which  pre- 
ceded the  development  of  the  Texas  project,  that  there  are  lessons 
to  be  learned  there.  Clearly,  with  the  economic  conditions  of  3  and 
4  years  ago,  there  was  no  political  will,  let's  say,  to  look  at  subsi- 
dies or  taxes  for  the  development  of  new  modes  of  transportation. 

What  has  changed  is  that  people  have  come  to  better  understand 
the  various  roles  that  transportation  rail  can  play.  It  is  one  of 
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many  modes.  We  view  it  as  an  integral  part  of  potentially  serving 
the  hub  connect  services  that  airlines  have  developed.  It  is  up  to  us 
to  prove  to  the  airlines  that  we  can  get  people  to  DFW  or  Houston 
or  Continental  as  fast  as  other  modes  of  transport  and  services 
priced  competitively  as  well. 

I  would  be  more  than  happy  to  call  upon  you  and  discuss  this  in 
great  detail.  There  has  been  a  lot  of  misinformation  and  some  of  it 
is  probably  attributed  to  the  behavior  of  our  corporation  and 
through  this  difficult  process. 

We  think  the  project  has  a  lot  of  merit  and  we  would  like  to  see 
it  at  least  get  through  the  feasibility  stages  to  determine  whether 
it  is  a  viable  project. 

Mr.  DeLay.  I  would  be  very  interested,  too,  if  you  took  Mr.  Kel- 
leher's  statement  and  item-by-item  refute  some  of  the  arguments 
that  he  makes.  The  argument  that  aviation  is  subsidized  could  be 
discussed  forever.  I  see  nothing  wrong  with  the  way  he  lays  out 
commercial  aviation.  He  talks  in  his  testimony  about  the  10  per- 
cent Federal  ticket  tax,  PFCs,  airport  rental  charges,  and  conces- 
sion fees,  airport  landing  fees  State  and  local  jet  fuel  taxes,  and  the 
myriad  of  other  Federal,  State,  and  local  taxes  we  all  pay  combine 
to  make  us  a  pay-as-you-go  system. 

In  your  testimony  I  heard  you  say  that  you  are  proposing  almost 
the  same  sort  of  system. 

Mr.  Salci.  Congressman,  there  is  no  question  that  our  aviation 
system  is  the  finest  in  the  world.  I  am  not  in  any  way  attempting 
to  criticize  it.  What  we  have  suggested  is  that  the  treatment  of  the 
development  of  high  speed  rail  be  given  basically  the  same  accord 
that  aviation  has. 

We  began  with  a  history  of  municipal  airports  and  they  grew  to 
regional  airports  because  of  the  increased  capacity  of  the  larger 
aircraft.  They  needed  longer  runways.  DFW  was  a  classic  example 
of  that.  Clearly  those  airports  that  were  built  way  back  when  were 
built  with  tax  dollars — this  trust  fund  didn't  exist  back  then. 

So  there  was  an  incremental  approach.  It  was  a  great  idea,  much 
like  the  highway  system.  The  tax  exempt  bond  facilities  that  are 
available  to  finance  these  airports.  Denver  is  a  classic  example. 
These  are  $5  billion  and  $6  billion  projects.  We  are  saying  that  we 
think  our  projects  should  be  eligible  for  those  kinds  of  mechanisms 
as  well. 

But  to  say  that  those  aren't  subsidies,  I  think  is  just  kidding  our- 
selves. I  think  we  all  know  that  those  are  foregone  Federal  reve- 
nues that  wouldn't  normally  come. 

That  is  really  what  I  am  saying.  The  operation  of  the  carrier 
itself  clearly  is  private.  If  we  were  to  compare  apples  and  or- 
anges— if  all  we  had  to  do  as  a  rail  operator  was  to  buy  train  sets 
and  operate  them,  given  the  infrastructure  was  provided  to  us, 
then  I  think  you  have  put  down  a  little  more  level  playing  field. 

Clearly,  the  air  traffic  control  system  is  clearly  subsidized  by  the 
Federal  Government.  I  am  not  criticizing.  I  am  saying  that  it  exists 
and  it  has  been  a  great  system.  All  we  are  saying  that  if  there  is  a 
market  large  enough  in  Texas,  Southwest  will  continue  to  grow 
and  the  market  says  there  is  room  for  competition. 

Mr.  DeLay.  Using  your  models,  what  is  the  expected  purchase 
price  for  a  ticket  on  the  TGV? 
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Mr.  Salci.  In  the  franchise  application  that  was  made  and  the 
models  that  we  used  at  that  time,  we  were  looking  at  somewhere 
between  70  and  80  percent  of  an  existing  air  ticket.  We  had  to  use 
a  market  that  included  American,  Delta,  Southwest,  and  Continen- 
tal. 

In  all  candor,  that  is  currently  being  updated.  The  regulatory 
body  in  Texas  has  directly  retained  an  independent  ridership  con- 
sultant— Charles  Rivers  and  Associates  out  of  Massachusetts — and 
they  are  right  now  doing  what  is  determined  to  be  an  investment 
rate  of  riders.  The  results  of  that  should  be  available  in  May  or 
June.  At  that  time  I  think  I  can  be  more  specific. 

But  to  answer  your  question,  back  when  the  franchise  process 
went  through,  it  was  looked  at  about  80  percent. 

Mr.  DeLay.  Did  that  include  the  $10  ticket  tax? 

Mr.  Salci.  Yes,  it  did,  as  it  related  to  the  averaging  of  total  costs 
of  air  ticket  costs. 

Mr.  DeLay.  In  those  initial  studies  during  the  franchising  proc- 
ess, did  your  ridership  figures  include  the  number  of  people  who 
currently  fly  between  these  cities? 

Mr.  Salci.  It  did.  Clearly,  that  is  a  market  that  we  are  aiming  to 
compete  with. 

It  included  air,  bus,  and  auto,  primarily. 

Mr.  DeLay.  In  his  testimony  last  week,  Kelleher  stated  that  he 
currently  flies  180  flights  daily  in  the  Texas  Triangle.  He  also 
stated  that  the  airline,  that  would  be  your  main  source  of  competi- 
tion, has  turned  a  profit  every  year  since  1973. 

If  everything  went  as  planned,  when  would  TGV  be  up  and  run- 
ning? 

Mr.  Salci.  Based  on  the  schedule  that  was  submitted  to  the  Au- 
thority, mid-1998.  The  only  way  I  want  to  qualify  that  is  that  if 
there  is  an  environmental  impact  statement  that  is  done — ^we  have 
no  control  over  the  duration  of  that  schedule.  And  I  think  we're  all 
familiar  with  how  EISs  can  drag  out.  But  assuming  that  our 
project  went  forward,  we  would  be  looking  at  a  1998  to  1999  time 
period. 

Mr.  DeLay.  For  the  entire  triangle? 

Mr.  Salci.  For  the  first  leg.  The  bottom  leg  is  something  that 
right  now  the  ridership  numbers  aren't  nearly  as  strong  as  the 
north/south  commute  trips  are.  That  would  have  to  come  at  a  later 
date.  But  that  is  not  included  in  the  cost  of  our  project. 

Mr.  DeLay.  And  what  year  after  that  do  you  anticipate  making  a 
profit? 

Mr.  Salci.  Based  on  the  studies  that  we  did,  we  would  expect  a 
profitable  situation  in  2  to  3  years  after  operation. 

Mr.  DeLay.  In  the  out-years — long-term  planning,  after  you  get 
the  triangle  built,  are  you  planning  on  extending  that  beyond  the 
State  borders? 

Mr.  Salci.  There  are  a  number  of  interested  parties  who  have 
approached  us  about  extending  the  service  to  places  like  New  Or- 
leans, into  Mexico.  I  would  say  that  those  have  just  been  discus- 
sions. 

Mr.  DeLay.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Carr.  Where  do  you  get  the  figures  you  gave  us  about  the 
ridership  doubling  and  doubling  again? 
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Mr.  Salci.  Those  were  ridership  numbers  produced  by  the  Texas 
Turnpike  Authority  in  their  studies  back  in  1988  when  the  State  of 
Texas  decided  to  pursue  the  franchise  process.  Those  were  the  fore- 
cast numbers  generated  by  the  State.  They  used  the  normal 
sources,  the  Federal  statistical  data  that  is  available  as  well  as 
State  data. 

I  can  provide  those  to  you. 

Mr.  Carr.  Would  you  please?  We  find  that  those  kinds  of  state- 
ments are  more  promotional  than  they  are  helpful. 

Mr.  Salci.  I  understand. 

Mr.  Carr.  Everybody  comes  to  this  committee  with  a  grandiose 
ridership  figure.  They  are  almost  invariably  adjusted  downward. 
But  they  don't  get  adjusted  downward  until  we  are  3  to  4  years 
into  financing  them.  That  has  been  the  problem. 

Mr.  Salci.  I  understand. 

Mr.  Carr.  That  has  been  our  experience. 

Mr.  Salci.  I  have  been  in  the  industry  20  years  and  I  have  wit- 
nessed much  of  those  problems,  Mr.  Chairman. 

If  I  used  the  word  ridership,  that  is  inaccurate.  I  meant  was 
trips.  In  other  words,  the  forecasted  origin /destination  fares  are 
the  numbers  I  am  talking  about. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Salci.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

[Additional  information  follows:] 
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April  30.  1993 

The  Honorable  Bob  Cair 

Chainnan 

Transportation  and  Related  Agencies  Subcommittee 

Committee  on  Appropriations 

23  S  8  Raybum  Bldg. 

Washington,  DC.  20515 

Dear  Chainnan  Carr: 

I  want  to  thank  you  for  giving  me  this  opportunity  to  provide  further  information  about  high 
speed  rail.  You  asked  for  a  point-by-point  response  to  Herb  Kelleher's  testimony  on  March  15, 
and  I  am  happy  to  provide  it. 

I  am  certain  that  Mr.  Kelleher  and  Texas  TGV  are  going  to  look  at  the  issues  a  little  difiei^ntly. 
Competitors  often  do.  I  would  like  to  emphasize,  however,  that  I  intend  only  to  make  what  I 
consider  fair  observations  concerning  the  points  made  by  Mr.  KeUeher  before  your  committee.  I 
do  not  intend  to  criticize  either  Southwest  Airlines  or  the  American  airline  industry,  for  which  I 
have  the  greatest  respect.  I  do  believe  that  high  speed  rail  has  been  un&iriy  subject  to  a  "pay- 
before-you-go"  principle,  which  has  slowed  its  development.  Airlines  and  highways  have  been 
able  to  use  a  "pay-as-you-go"  principle,  which  has  accelerated  their  development  (see  #4,  p.  6).  I 
have  keyed  many  of  my  points  to  easily  available  articles,  so  that  it  will  be  clear  that  the  points  I 
make  are  not  my  views  alone. 

1.  Mr.  Kelleher's  views  do  not  represent  the  enrire  airUne  industrv.  eapeciallv  the 
views  of  long'haul  carriers. 

Mr.  Kelleher  is  the  only  airline  executive  to  have  invested  so  much  time  and  money  in  opposing  high  speed 
rail.  Several  airline  executives  have,  in  £ux,  welcomed  the  prospect  of  intennodal  c(Hinections  with  high 
speed  rail. 

•  Ed  Colodny  of  USAir  has  rccendy  announced  diat  USAir  will  be  joining 
the  group  building  a  high  speed  rail  connection  to  die  new  Pittsburgh 
airport.  He  believes  that  high  speed  rail  is  an  answer  to  improving  airline 
efiBciency.' 

•  Bob  Crandall  opined,  not  too  long  ago,  "We're  in  the  transportation 
business  ...  If  I  can  participate  in  running  a  train  and  make  more  rooney, 
it's  okay  with  me."  ^ 


.\viiuon  Diilv.  7/2S/S9.    *Yau  my  find  il  odd  lo  hear  an  airline  CEO  raisin(  dte  [iiuiiieu  of  UglMiieed  nil,*  CoioAiy  "~<™'~«.  tmi  il  ti 
something  thai  necdi  to  be  eiphnd.  Using  all  of  the  ampaoe  capability  vie  have  in  (he  aonheui  cniridoi ...  for  ^T**-^-  dadtle  aetvioca,  one  riwuld 
queation  whether  thai^  the  moat  cfficieai  way  to  tun  the  lyilcm. .  .*  He  bdicvea  dial  high  ^lecd  tail  necA  to  be  deiitkfei  m  hi|fiiy  tnvded  utctdty 
VafEic  cocTidan  and  in  asport  capannoo  and  moderaizaiioa 
^Financial  World.  »/tt/9l. 

TEXAS  TGV  CORPORATION 


1100 N.E.  Loop 410.  Suite 500 'San Antonio.  Tweas78209 
(210)  805-8406 '  Fax  (210)  805-8772 
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I  would  not  want  to  go  too  &r  in  representing  the  views  at  American  and  Delta,  but  I  think  it  is  likely  that 
they  see  the  competitive  advantages  of  using  high  speed  rail  as  a  feeder  system  for  their  networks.  This  is 
the  trend  in  Europe. 

•  Jan  Carlzon,  of  SAS  airlines: 

-  "I  am  generally  in  favor  of  a  high-speed  train  network  for  Europe.  It  will  take 
a  load  off  our  infrastructure  ....  And  if  they  are  going  to  build  stations 
under  airports,  this  can  only  feed  business  into  the  airlines.^ 

•  Lufthansa  Airlines  actually  operates  its  own  high  speed  rail  line. 

-  Heinz  Ruhnau,  Lufthansa's  Chairman,  explained  that  Lufthansa  did  not  intend  to 
go  into  high  speed  rail.  They  were  forced  into  it.  Airport  gates  in  Germany 
were  crowded  with  less-profitable  short-haul  flights.  The  attmHant  fU^ 
delays  and  foel  consumption  were  bleeding  dollars  out  of  Lufthansa's  accounts. 

-  Lufthansa  had  to  do  something  to  cut  the  use  of  gates  for  short-haul  fUghts  and 
maximize  the  use  of  their  assets  on  more  profitable  long-haul  routes,  where  jet 
aircraft  operate  at  peak  efficiency.^  High  speed  rail  was  the  soluticm. 

An  airport  jammed  with  the  planes  of  short-haul  carriers  forces  up  the  costs,  and  cuts  the  profit  margins,  of 
long-haul  carriers,  like  American  and  Deha  Expanding  airport  capacity  is  costly  to  the  carriers  and 
difficult,  because  of  conmiunity  opposition.  More  and  more  major  carriers  will  begin  to  look  at  high 
speed  rail  as  a  technology  that  can  help  restore  their  profitability,  not  cut  it 

2.  Mr.  Kelleher  is  not  an  impartial  observer;  he  has  actjvelv  fought  Teaaw  high 
speed  rail  from  the  very  beginning  and,  even  now,  is  an  active  litigant  with  cases 
pending. 

Mr.  Kelleher  tries  very  hard  to  portray  his  role  as  that  of  a  disinterested  observer,  citing  what  he  claims  is 
impartial  data  and  stating  that  the  Texas  Legislature,  on  its  own,  tried  to  limit  its  commitment  to  high  speed 
rail  (see,  for  instance,  Kelleher,  pp.  3-4).  The  truth  he  does  not  disclose  is  best  stated  by  the  headline  of 
an  Aviation  Daily  article:  "Southwest  to  Continue  Attempts  to  Derail  High  Speed  Train.  "^ 

Mr  Kelleher  failed  to  mention  that  he  has  waged  an  unrelenting,  day-and-night  battle  against  high 
speed  rail — in  the  Texas  Legislature,  the  courts,  the  media,  and  the  U.S.  Congress — from  the  first 
day  it  was  proposed.^  The  time  and  money  he  has  committed  to  building  an  adversarial  environment 

against  high  speed  rail  is  formidable. 

•  "Herb  Kelleher  has  fought  the  system  every  step  of  the  way.  He  and  his  lobbyists 
worked  to  prevent  the  Legislature  from  establishing  the  High  Speed  Rail  Authority, 
which  was  finally  approved  in  1989."  ^ 

-  He  tried  to  prevent  the  passage  of  the  Texas  High  Speed  Rail  Act. 

-  When  he  lacked  the  votes,  he  lobbied  to  prevent  the  use  of  any  public  resources 

(including  even  faciUties  and  resources  that  cities  might  want  to  provide).^ 


^AirTransiKul  World  July.  1990. 
^AirTmgpon  World.  July.  1990. 


^Avuuion  DmIv.  3/21/91 

•"For  •  few  of  the  uncles  deuribiog  Mr  Kelleher^  eSbrte.  see  Amwrtt.  3/19/91.  The  U»  Angeles  Times.  5/2S/91;  CliiquK)  Tribune.  1/12/92;  tai 

The  Homion  Chronicle.  10/2/92  ind  10/6/92. 

_The  Wishingion  Pott  5/26/9 1 . 

"The  Wuhingion  Post  3/26/91.  See  ilso  The  Log  Angeles  Tiroes.  5/28/91:  Nuiooil  Joumil.  7/27/91;  ChrisUMi  Sciaicc  MooiUir.  5/6/91:  md  The 

Houaon  Chronicle.  10/6/92. 
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-  He  lobbied  to  make  sure  that  the  company  wmning  the  high  speed  rail  franchise 
would  be  required  to  pay  for  the  government  agency  overseeing  the  project' 

•  Failing  to  stop  passage  of  the  High  Speed  Rail  Act,  he  tried,  in  court,  to  stop  any  public 
hearings  on  high  speed  rail.  Thejudge  ruled  against  him."' 

•  Failing  in  the  courts,  he  testified,  under  oath,  at  the  public  bearings  of  the  High  Speed  Rail 
Authority  and  presented  all  his  best  arguments  against  high  speed  rail. 

—  Members  of  the  High  Speed  Rail  Authority — including  Bob  Lanier,  former 
Commissioner  of  the  Texas  Department  of  Transportatioa  and  now  Kfayor  of  Houston, 
and  former  Governor  and  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  John  Connally — weighed  all  of 
Mr.  Kellebei's  arguments,  then  voted  in  &vor  of  hi^  speed  rail. 

Since  the  decision  by  the  Texas  High  Speed  Rail  Authority,  Mr.  Kelleher  has  labored  to  create  a  hostile 
environment  for  high  speed  rail.  He  has  used  nearly  every  argument  in  the  bock. 

•  To  coordinate  its  Washington  efforts.  Southwest  Airlines,  in  1991,  reportedly  retained  the 
law  firm  of  Williams  &  Jensen,  die  consulting  firm  of  Public  Strat^es,  Inc.,  and  the  services 
of  a  Washington-based  lobbyist  * ' 

•  Mr.  Kelldier's  representatives  have  actively  lobbied  Congress  against  lifting  the  cap  on 
interest-free  bonds,  a  type  of  bonds  already  available  for  airport  projects. 

•  Mr.  KcUdier  has  continued  to  lobby  to  rewrite  the  state  law  to  exclude  any  and  all  public 
resources:  federal,  state,  or  local. 

•  Most  recently,  Southwest  has  refused  to  allow  independent  consultants  to  survey  airline 
passengers  in  Southwest  boarding  areas,  delaying  the  official  ridership  study  for  two  months, 
even  though  no  other  airline  in  Texas  raised  objecti(His.'^ 

Mr.  Kelleher  has  also  used  the  tack  of  warning  of  dire  consequences  if  high  speed  rail  is  built. 

•  Mr.  Kelleher  threatened  to  pull  Southwest's  &cilities  out  of  San  Antonio,  if  any  city  resources 
are  used  to  connect  high  speed  rail  to  area  transportation  fiicilities.'^  San  Antonio,  he  warned, 
would  become  "a  train  town  instead  of  a  plane  town." 

•  He  threatened  to  move  Southwest  Airlines  out  of  Texas  if  a  high  speed  rail  line  is  built '^ 

I  cannot  agree  with  Mr.  Kelleher's  description  of  Texas  high  speed  rail  as  "a  bandwagon"  which  the 
Texas  High  Speed  Rail  Authority  "simply  decided  to  jump  on"  (p.  4). 

•  The  decision  process  has  relied  on  painstaking  woric  by  engineers,  economists,  and  financial 
analysts,  in  Texas  aixl  elsewhere. 


*l  unukJ  like  to  paint  out  the  direci  ccama  with  Soutfawcsl  Airiiiia.  Soutfaweit  AixtiDcs  direclly  benefited  from  the  pramotian]  efforts  of  Ifae  Teas 
AertKuutics  Coaansstoo,  s  date  agency  whose  budget  was  provided  by  Texas  taspaycra. 
'  °Avialiaa  Daily.  3/2 1/9 1 ;  ducaga  Tfibune.  1/1 2/9Z 
' '  The NsliooalJounisL 7/27/91. 
'  ^Houston  Ca»onkk.lOq»2. 
^viaiioo  Wetfc  and  Space  TedndogY.  1W3/91. 

**Pallas  Business  JouniaL  10^/92-  Thcraiming  to  move  or  dose  fsrilitifs  is  not  sa  eMirely  new  tack  for  Mr.  KdlelMr.  In  1979,  be  tbreatend  to 
Uamfer  Southwest  oprratiom  ool  of  Dallas  if  the  Civil  Aennaulics  Board  did  not  approve  his  plan  fcr  iKeroale  service.  Avialico  Week.  9/10/79. 

In  I9gl  he  «pinrt»«al«ned  In  pull  Smillmiga't  hf«iitjii«Kfr«  nm  nf  I^IIm  if  lh»i  HjIIm  rky  rj»»w..T  p...«H  .  iw^i^  «»t4i».iw»  ^..trining  njgf^,  .fl^ 
12midnigl<.    UPL  ll/4/tl.    In  I9g<.  he  drfgrMl  huilding  m  ngw  hndqiinnji  cnmpl»rr  in  fWllj.  fer  ti»»  mtxh.  X.»iMwf»ig  mjitjiw^m  trm  r>»t;t 

thai  the  City  would  not  enact  any  restrictions  on  air  traffic  Southwest  Newswire,  6/24/S6.  In  1989,  kagun  threatened  to  pull  out  of  Dallas  if  landing 
fees  were  not  lowered  In  1990,  Southwest  warned  Fhoenu  that  it  would  locate  a  maiiaaianoe  facility  in  a  diSetei*  city  if  Fboenix  did  tn(  grat* 
Southwest  a  property  earlier  dnipiatrri  for  the  use  of  America  West  snd  took  a  handSil  of  dlizcm  to  a  pubUe  bCBtiv  to  figta  agaitot  any  dty 
assistance  or  boiKlmg  for  a  bcilityprapaaed  by  America  West  on  the  property.  Southwest  evasnally  boik  lis  CKilily.  /toizotu  Republic,  g/1/90. 
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•  The  process  has  been  thorough,  &ir,  and  benefited  from  the  participation  of  some  of  the  state's 
most  respected  leaders. 

I  understand  Mr.  Kelleher's  frustration.  In  nearly  every  forum— the  Texas  L^islature,  the  courts,  and 
sworn  public  hearings — his  arguments  and  numbers  have  come  up  short  of  stopping  high  speed  rail. 
Nonetheless,  his  characterization  demeans  the  process,  the  Texas  Legislature,  and  the  everyday  Texans 
who  simply  want  the  travel  choice  of  high  speed  rail. 

3.  Contrary  to  Mr.  Kelleher's  testimony.  Southwest  Airlines  has  received  direct  public 
subsidies  at  Albuquerque  and  elsewhere. 

Before  your  committee,  Mr.  Kelleher  denied  making  use  of  federal,  state,  or  local  resources,  (pp.  1,  8- 
9,  10).  Mr.  Kelleher's  testimony  is  at  direct  odds  with  statements  by  John  Denison,  one  of 
Southwest's  executive  vice  presidents,  and  Governor  King,  Governor  of  New  Mexico. 

At  the  opening  of  Southwest's  Albuquerque  reservations  center  on  March  25,  1993.  in  a  statement 
released  by  Southwest's  awn  news  service,  Mr.  Denison  stated: 

•  "The  assistance  and  cooperation  received  from  representatives  of  the  State  of  New 
Mexico  and  the  City  of  Albuquerque,"  Mr.  Denison  said,  "in  large  part  made  it 
economically  possible  for  this  center  to  become  a  reality." 

•  Governor  King  replied,  "The  State  of  New  Mexico  has  been  delighted  to  be  able  to  help 
with  job  training  for  this  new  facility."'^ 

•  Mr.  Denison,  on  behalf  of  Southwest  Airlines,  was  thanking  the  dty  and  state  governments 
for  providing  public  resources  to  the  tune  of: 

-  S6  million  dollars  in  industrial  revenue  bonds  for  construction  and  equipment, 

-  a  20-ycar  property  tax  exemption, 

-  a  gross-receipts  tax  exemption  on  equipment  purchases, 

-  a  lease  of  5  acres  of  land  owned  by  the  University  of  New  Mexico,  and 

-  state  job-training  funds.*' 

•  As  the  members  of  your  committee  know,  job  training  funds  are  federal  dollars,  provided 
through  state  governments,  to  pay  for  the  first  several  months'  salary  for  newly  hired  workers. 
Former  economic  development  specialists  on  the  state  level  have  indicated  to  me  that  job 
training  dollars  are  used  by  state  and  city  governments  to  induce  corporations  to  locate 
facilities  in  their  areas  by  offering  a  means  to  reduce  initial  operating  expenses. 

In  Albuquerque,  the  bonds,  tax  exemptions,  and  federal  dollars  make  the  record  clear.  Call  it  what  you 
will,  public  resources  are  being  used  to  finance  and  subsidize  the  construction  of  a  reservations  &cility 
for  a  pnvately-owned  airline.  Southwest,  and  to  subsidize  its  initial  operating  costs. 

Albuquerque  is  not  an  isolated  case. 

•  Herb  Kelleher,  himself,  thanked  the  City  of  Detroit  for  its  public  assistance  to 
Southwest  Airlines,  "Southwest  is  very  pleased  by  the  quality  of  the  improvements  as 
well  as  the  diligence  by  the  City  to  complete  the  project  on  a  timely  basis.  This  has  been 
a  unique  joint  Dublic/private  venture.  .  ."*'' 


15 


Southwest  Ncwjwire,  3/75/93. 


'^Albuquerqut  Jourml.  8/29/92,  Southwest  New»wiie,  3/25/93. 
'  'Southwest  Newjwire,  5/4/S8.  Emphasis  idded 
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•  He  was  thanking  the  City  of  Detroit  for  renovating  Detroit's  City  Airport, 
which  made  Southwesfs  stait-up  of  service  at  Detroit  possible.  Southwest  was 
die  rally  airiine  using  the  City  of  Detroit  aiipoit 

From  its  very  inception.  Southwest  Airlines  benefited  financiaUy  from  federal  and  state  regulations. 

•  When  Southwest  b^an  as  an  intrastaXe  airline  r^ulated  only  by  the  Texas  Aeronautics 
Commission,  Soudiwest  could  chaise  much  lower  hits  dian  its  competitors.  Prior  to  1979, 
federal  r^ulati<Hi  of  wirerstate  canien  in  Texas  prevented  these  earners  from  cutting  &res  in 
response.'* 

•  The  Texas  Aeronautics  Commission,  an  agency  funded  by  state  revenues,  vigorously 
promoted  die  e^qiansion  of  Southwest  Airlines,  as  pait  of  Texas  aviation. 

•  Prior  to  der^^lation  in  1979,  Southwest  Airlines  planned  to  expand  its  operations  by 
leapfrogging  to  another  state  as  an  intrastate  cairier,  so  as  to  remain  &ee  of  federal 
r^ulation  and  keep  the  edge  it  gained  from  state  reguIatioD. 

•  Although  die  Wright  Amendment  in  1979  was  intended  to  force  all  airlines  out  of  Dallas 
Love  Field,  it  ended  up  giving  Southwest  Airiines  a  monopoly  on  service  out  of  Love,  the 
aiipoit  most  convenient  to  downtown  Dallas. 

And  Southwest  Airlines  is  not  alone  in  its  solicitation  and  receipt  of  public  resources. 

•  Air  industry  associations,  such  as  Partnership  for  Inq>rovcd  Air  Travel  (which  is  diaired  by 
Herb  Kelleher)  and  the  Air  Transport  Associatioi,  have  lobbied  the  federal  government  for 
more  resources  to  build  airports,  for  a  cut  in  the  federal  eiast  tax  on  airline  tickets,  and 
for  a  special  investment  credit  tax  break  for  airlines  to  of&et  the  proposed  BTU  tax.  '^ 

•  Northwest  Airlines  was  offered  a  package  of  financial  assistance  worth  $740  million  by  the 
State  of  Minnesota  to  locate  repair  and  maintenance  fedlides  diere.^'^ 

•  In  Phoenix,  America  West  sought  a  $48  million  financing  padcagc  from  the  county,  city, 
and  state  governments  for  building  a  maintenance  &cility.^' 

•  At  coundess  airports  across  die  nadon,  such  as  Sky  Harbor  airport  in  Phoenix  where 
Southwest  flies,  the  city  builds  and  owns  the  airport  &cilides  and  rents  or  leases  gate  space. 
Such  "pay-as-you-go"  arrangements  allow  airlines  to  pay  for  the  infrastructure  they  use 
incrementally  and  after  they  have  already  started  operations. 

The  federal  government  assists  the  development  of  the  airline  industry,  generally,  m  many  ways, 
including: 

•  The  FAA  provides  grants  for  preliminary  studies  and  analyses.  Recent  examples  include 
Massachusetts  and  Texas.  In  Texas,  Governor  Richards  has  asked  for  a  FAA  grant  to  study 
the  possibility  of  a  24,472  acre  "Wayport,"  near  Dallas,  with  the  support  of  both  Texas 
senators.^ 


''Aviilioo  Weefc.  9/l(V79. 

'-'Avinioii  Diii7  l/Jl/93;  Ua  Anaslq  Tmig.  4llVn,  UPI,  477/88. 

^°UPI.  11/19/91. 

^*The  AfuoM  Republic  8-7-90.  It  is  iatereaing  that,  in  thu  case,  an  attotney  for  Souliniat  Amni  op  at  a  pobtic  bearing  to  oppoae  giving  any 

Cnancul  packages  to  Aaaia  West,  with  wtwm  Southwest  was  locked  in  a  fierce  rivaby  (or  air  traffic    Soidfawest  also  wanted  America  West% 

selected  site  for  its  own  nwinlmance  facility. 

"Aviation  Week  and  Space  Technology.  4/20/92;  Aviation  Dailv.  VIO/92.   By  tfas  standard,  Texas  TGVis  already  leu  subsidized  than  Texas 

airlines.  TCy  has  not  cmfy  paid  for  aUiufeasibiUty  and  design  studies  IM  also  provided  nsotircet  to  pay  for  gavenimenl  operations,  lothelune 

ofS20  million  in  pnvau  dollars. 
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•  The  FAA  and  local  govenunents  provide  matching  grants  for  the  constniction  of  new 
airports,  a  vital  part  of  airline  infrastructure,  and  traffic  r^:ulatioa. 

4.  Rail  Companies  are  the  onlv  transportation  systems  required  to  "Pav-Before-Thev-Go." 

Mr.  Kelleher  described  the  airlines  as  a  "pay-as-you-go"  system  (p.  11).  This  is  essentially  correct  as  a 
description  of  the  federal  trust  fiind  concept:  a  trust  fimd  c<Hitributcs  to  new  aviation  infrastructure 
projects  and  is  replenished  by  payments  from  airliiKS  and  airhne  travelers  for  their  use  of  the 
infrastructure.^' 

•  The  aviation  trust  fimd  is,  in  principle,  the  same  type  of  system  as  was  set  up  to  promote  the 
development  of  highways. 

•  In  both  cases,  however,  the  trust  funds  were  initially  capitalized  by  taxpayer  dollars,  in  the 
amount  of  S3.09  billion  (1990  dollars)  for  the  development  of  airports  and  $15,596  billion 
dollars  (1990  dollars)  m  initial  appropriations  for  hi^ways.^^ 

•  Both  highways  and  airports  have  been  eligible  for  fimding  through  tax-free  bonds. 

•  Even  under  "pay-as-you-go,"  airlines,  like  Southwest  Airlines,  have  been  free  to  solicit 
and  use  public  subsidies  and  resources  from  state  and  local  governments. 

Modem  rail  companies,  however,  have  been  subject  to  a  different  standard.  Modem  rail  carriers  are 
the  only  major  transportation  carriers  which  have  been  required  to  "pay-before-they-go."  The 
"pay-before-you-go"  requirement,  and  the  resulting  double  standard,  has  held  private  industry  back 
from  building  a  competitive  high  speed  rail  industry  in  the  U.S. 

•  The  Transportation  Research  Board  stated,  in  1991,  "Air  and  automobile  modes  use 
infrastructures  developed,  managed,  or  provided  by  the  government.  No  parallel  system  of 
support  exists  for  high  speed  ground  transport.''^' 

•  As  Senator  Frank  Lautenberg  has  said,  "Rail  ought  not  be  subjected  to  a  more  rigorous 
test  of  self-sufficiency  than  highways  or  aviation."^ 

UNDER  "PAY-AS-YOU-GO": 

Vehicular  transport  companies  and  airlines  do  not  have  to  pay,  up-front,  for  all  the  infrastructure 

they  use.  They  tst  permitted  to  defer  payments  for  infrastructure. 

•  Prior  to  starting  operations,  vehicular  companies  and  airlines  are  required  to  pay  only  for  the 
vehicles  they  use  and  any  insurance,  Ucenses,  and  permits  required  for  their  operations. 

-  They  do  not  have  to  build  the  highways  or  airports  they  use,  or  to  provide  for  traffic 
regiilation. 

-  Infrastructure  and  traffic  regulation  are  already  provided  by  state  and  federal  funds  and 
tax-free  bonds. 

-  Because  vehicular  companies  and  airlines  do  not  have  to  include  any  of  these  costs  in  their 
balance  sheets,  the  cost  of  their  initial  capitalization  and  debt  is  lower  and  they  appear 
more  readily  profitable. 


^^idcet  taxes  an  user  feet  paid  by  aoliDC  nvclen,  ixK  airlines.  The  'pay-as-you-go*  tyctem  docs  oo(  prechide  the  use  <rf' subsidies  in  various  fonnt. 
^^Public  Law  330,  passed  in  1954.  and  The  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  19S6,  authorized  initial  appropriatioos  of  $1S.396  billion  (in  1990  dollars), 
over  a  four  year  period,  to  pcamoie  the  development  of  highway  transporlatica  The  19S6  law  ruahliihrd  a  90H  federal  fimding  of  intenuue 
highways.  Since  its  bcginomg  m  the  19S6  law,  some  sources  repod  that  the  interstate  highway  sysum  will  have  cost  a  total  of  S122  billioa,  wbea 
finished.  The  Federal  Highway  Admimstralioa  reportedly  spent  S7I. 2  bilUoo  on  highways  in  1989,  62Hof  which  canK  froai  user  fees  and  38%  from 
inconx  taxes,  sales  taxes,  property  taxes,  bond  issue*,  etc.  For  imunce,  see  J.  Vranich,  Super  Trami,  pp.  338-333.  The  Federal  Airport  Act,  Public 
Law  377  of  May  13.  1946,  authorized  initial  appropriatioas  of  £3.09  billioa  (1990  doUais)  over  a  seven  year  period  for  the  development  of  airports  in 
jndividual  stales. 

^^See.  for  instance,  the  article  in  Travel  Weekly.  1 1/23/91. 
^^ Aerospace  Daily.  3/2/93. 
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•  Vehicular  companies  and  airlines  are  peimitted  to  begin  revenue-producing  operations  and  pay 
for  the  portion  of  the  infrastructure  they  use  in  loog-tcrm  installments,  without  any  interest 
charge. 

•  Airlines  are  also  permittBd  to  collect  "user  fees"  from  ooosutticrs  which  are  then  passed  to  the 
government  as  partial  payments  for  infiastnicture  costs. 

UNDER  "PAY-BEFORE-YOU-GO": 

Rail  companies  are  required  to  pay,  up-front,  for  all  the  land  and  capital  infrastructure  their 
operations  will  use,  all  their  signals  and  communications,  and  all  their  traffic  regulation,  in  addition 
to  the  cost  of  their  transport  vehicles  and  any  licenses,  permits,  and  insurance. 

•  Rail  companies  have  to  include  qU  the  capital  expenses  for  the  infrastructure  they  use  in 
their  balance  sheets. 

-  This  procedure  makes  high  speed  rafl  projects  appear  much  more  costly,  relative  to 
other  transportation  modes. 

-  It  inflates  the  requirements  for  initial  capitalization  and  incorporates  very  large  debt 
into  their  balance  sheets,  way  before  they  begin  revenue-producing  operations. 

-  The  inclusion  of  all  capital  costs  increases  the  risk,  making  it  more  difScuit  to  attract 
private  investors.^ 

-  Because  rail  companies  have  to  include  all  capital  costs  in  their  accounting,  the  period 
before  they  show  profitability  is  prolonged. 

•  Rail  companies  do  not  have  access  to  interest-free  installment  payments  for  their 
infrastructure. 

-  They  have  to  pay  interest  on  any  fimds  borrowed  to  build  dieir  initial  infrastructure. 

•  High  speed  rail  has  also  suffered  a  disadvantage  in  the  use  of  bonds  because  bonds  for  rail 
projects  have  been  subject  to  a  cap  <hi  tax-free  bondir^  unlike  bonds  for  airport  projects. 

5.  Texas  TGV  believes  in  a  full  disclosure  of  facts. 

I  have  to  confess  that  I  did  learn  one  new  thing  from  Mr.  Keflelier's  testimony.  Before  he  testified,  I 
had  not  ever  heard  that  lying  by  telling  half-truths  is  a  famous  debater's  trick  (Kelleher,  p.  11). 
During  college,  I  held  forth  in  more  dian  a  few  ddiates,  but  we  always  emphasized  getting  at  the  facts.  I 
still  believe,  as  I  always  have,  that  arguments  based  on  a  disclosure  of  facts  will  ultimately  win  out  I 
guess  Herb  studied  at  a  difierent  school!  He  provided  more  than  one  instance  of  leaving  pertinent  facts 
out  of  his  testimony. 

For  instance,  to  make  his  claim  that  Texas  TGV  will  need  a  subsidy,  he  quotes  a  CBO  report  written  in 
July,  1985  (wntten  four  years  before  the  Texas  Legislature  even  considered  high  speed  rail  and  six  years 
before  the  Texas  TGV  appUcation  was  even  submitted)  to  the  efifect  that  intercity  rail  had  received  a  net 
federal  subsidy  of  23  cents  a  mile  while  commercial  aviation  got  a  n^ative  0.2  cents  a  mile  because  "user 
fee  payments  to  the  federal  goveranient  exceeded  federal  spending."^ 

In  this  case,  Mr.  Kelleher  failed  to  provide  you  with  two  relevant  facts. 

•  First,  the  statistics  on  intercity  rail  were  derived  from  conventional  rail  systems,  not  high 
speed  rail 


In  his  icaimooy  before  your  <:ui»iiilinr.  Mr.  Mad  of  the  GAO  mrogniffri  the  Kr»Hmry  of  piivite  mvotctx  to  invcn  in  In^ge^cak  rail  project!  (p. 
9-10)  but  ipwrtt  the  sutaAaaial  fo4e  pUyed  by  the  *p(y-bef»e-y«i.go*  pniuple  in  inrmiing  the  capaial  size  of  rail  projects  and  their  (ilk. 
^^estimony  of  Hobeit  D.  KeOdaer,  House  Approfratiom  Conniiaee,  Subcommillee  oo  Tnaapoititioa  and  Rdtted  Ageociei,  U.S.  Coa^oi. 
MardilS.  1993.p.  II. 
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-  High  speed  rail  has  not  yet  been  built  in  the  U.S.,  so  it  is  inqx>ssible  for  the  data  to  be 
from  high  speed  rail  operations. 

-  By  using  the  term  "intercity  rail"  to  refer  to  data  from  conventional  rail  operations, 
Mr.  Kelleher,  hoped  to  tar  high  speed  rail  with  the  brush  of  conventional  rait 

-  The  two  systems,  however,  are  very  different  in  their  competitiveness.  Conventional 
rail,  traveling  at  50-85  mph,  is  not  competitive  with  airlines;  high  speed  rail  is. 

-  Judging  from  comparative  statistics  on  conventional  rail  and  high  speed  rail  in 
countries  where  both  operate,  such  as  France,  conventional  rail  tends  to  lose  money; 
high  speed  rail  makes  money.  High  speed  rail  supports  conventional  lail.^' 

•  On  the  issue  of  airline  user  fees,  Mr.  Kelleher  also  &iled  to  point  out  that  national  user- 
fee  data  do  not  necessarily  apply  to  carriers  flying  a  lot  of  short-haul  routes,  like 
Southwest  Airlines. 

-  Most  major  airlines  are  long-haul  carriers.  Long-haul  data  heavily  weights  national 
averages. 

-  Highly  frequent  short-haul  carriers  like  Southwest  make  much  greater  demands 
on  airport  facilities  and  traffic  regulation  than  long-haul  carriers.  For  instuncc, 
Southwest  is  the  sole  commercial  user  of  Dallas  Love  Field  and  the  dominant  user 
of  many  other  close-4n  urban  airports  in  Houston,  Little  Rock,  Chicago,  and 
Detroit 

-  The  FAA  study  cited  by  Mr.  Kelleher  states  that  long-haul  carriers  might  be  paying 
111%  of  their  costs,  but  commuter  airlines  and  high  frequency  carriers  pay  closer  to 
12%.  In  all  fairness.  Southwest  is  probably  between  the  two  extremes  and  below 
100%. 

6.  High  speed  rail  is  the  jetliaer  of  today's  raiL 

In  his  testimony,  Mr.  Kelleher  implies  that  there  is  no  difference  between  high  speed  rail  systems,  like 
the  TGV,  and  earlier  rail  technology.^  Mr  Kelleher  wants  people  to  believe  that  successive 
generations  of  a  technology  do  not  radically  alter  the  efficiency  of  the  base  technology.  To  see  the 
fallacy  of  this  idea,  apply  it  to  Southwest  Airlines. 

•  Assume  that  Mr.  Kelleher  and  his  partners  choose  to  fly  prop-driven  DC-3's,  because,  in  their 
view,  there  is  no  difference  in  competitiveness  between  successive  generations  of  a  base 
technology. 

•  There  is  no  way  that  Southwest  could  keep  a  competitive  schedule. 

•  With  Mr.  Kelleher's  perspective,  we  would  then  be  forced  to  conclude  that  jet  aircraft 
technology  would  just  as  surely  have  failed,  if  he  had  adopted  it. 

Conventional-Speed  Trains  Are  The  Prop-Driven  DC-3s  Of  Today's  Rail 

Conventional  passenger  trains  came  to  full  development  in  the  19th  century  and  were  dominant 
until  the  1960s. 

•  Conventional-speed  trains  rarely  exceed  75-85  mph. 


^'Fot  dian  companng  the  oompetitivenea  of  oonvcntional  rail  with  high  tpted  rail,  tee  'In  Pumiit  of  Speed,*  p.    For  •  eompeniaa  of  the 

oompetitiveneu  in  Tcxu,  tee  the  Texu  Triangle  High  Speed  Rail  Study.  Texas  Turnpike  Authority.     This  issue  will  be  disnmrd  in  nxn  depth 

shortly 

^'^For  instance,  he  uses  data  on  oonventional  rail  systems,  as  if  it  is  clearly  applicable  to  high  speed  raiL   He  slates,  *. . .  the  Ccngrawnal  Budget 

OSicc  said  in  lU  I98S  report  that  while  iniercirv  rail  received  a  net  fcdtnl  subsidy. . .  .*  Kelleher,  p.  1 1.    In  other  mtntt,  Mr.  Kelleher  has  auled 

that  high  speed  raiL  like  Texas  TGV,  is  no  more  oompetiuve  than  19th  century  suam  trains. 
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•  Ontripsofany  length,  tnnspoit  times  by  jet  airlines,  even  with  moderate  aiqMit 
congestioii,  arc  simply  too  fast  for  conventional  speed  rail  to  compete  profitably. 

Mid-Speed  Trains  Are  The  Turbo-Props 

"Mid-speed  rail,"  like  the  ABB  X-2000  or  Bombardier  LRC,  is  an  updated,  &ster  version  of 
convcotional-spoed  rail. 

•  Mid-speed  rail  runs  at  speeds  from  100  mph  to  ISO  n^  and  uses  existing  rights-of- 
way. 

•  Mid-speed  rail  shares  ri^its-of-way  with  other  trains. 

•  Mid-speed  rail  lacks  the  sophisticated  communications  of  hi^  q>eed  rail 

At  100  to  125  mph,  the  tight  curves  of  existing  right-of-way  become  a  problem  for  mid-speed 
trains.  To  handle  these  curves,  die  &ster  versions  of  mid-speed  rail,  sudi  as  the  X-2000,  have 
added  tilt-train  tcchnolosy.^' 

•  Many  tilt  mechanisms  require  frequent  and  costly  maintenance.   Moreover,  there  are  limits  to 
how  much  you  can  tilt  the  cars  before  passengers  find  the  ride  unsettling.  ^^ 

•  C<msequently,  die  more  curves  in  existing  right-of-way  and  the  more  severe  the  curves,  the 
more  Aat  tib-trains  must  conqiensate  widi  slower  speeds  in  passei:^er  service. 

•  So  long  as  they  operate  on  existing  rights-of-way,  mid-speed  trains  are  limited  by  the  right- 
of-way  to  fairly  low  maximnm  speeds,  compared  to  high  speed  raiL 

High  Speed  Rail  Systems  Are  Today's  Jetliners 

High  speed  trains  are  tiicjetUners  of  rail  technology.  Like  jet  aircraft,  they  are  practical  and  proven,  yet 
revolutionary  in  their  transportation  potentiaL.^^  It  would  be  as  foolish  to  equate  the  transportation 
potential  of  high  speed  rail  with  earlier  rait  technology  as  it  would  be  to  equate  the  transportation 
potential  of  a  Boeing  737  with  that  of  a  prop-driven  DC-3. 

•  High  speed  rail  more  than  doubles  conventional  rail  speeds  widi  an  energy  usage  more  efiScient 
than  both  aircraft,  autos,  or  mid-speed  raiL 

•  A  single  high  speed  rail  corridw  can  cany  the  passenger  traffic  of  ten-lanes  of  interstate. 

•  NewusersofTGVtedmology  are  buying  in  at  a  highly  evolved  level  of  technology. 

-  The  substantial  RAD  costs  have  already  been  paid, 

-  construction  and  operating  oqpenses  are  wdl-knawn, 

-  and  die  extracMdinaiy  reliability  and  sirfety  of  the  systems  have  been  well 
established.^ 


31 


A  mlcnttl  tih  I 


^  Thiict«erviuoooolihinediipMrmcDiiieitwniB«iOibMifcrtti|»iiciiir  inifcwtlopiattilfnd— iiMlhrCiiiKfa^  VIAr«a«yW«m.  laicgBdlo 
otataga  confort.  nc  Ifae  ttbmet  to  diit  pratikni  m  llidi  Spend  Rati  on  Tncfc.*  F— ical  Worid.  baamy  t,  19t3. 

l^;-"^  "T-nrr P-i1  Trtirrt"^  ..»t i»ih«o«crfT.d»o>^  a»— «..  io«4  — iTt»»d WtAh.haunn.  in*. 

''^t}V  techDolog)r,  for  inunce,  ■  now  in  ib  dart  (eooaiaa  of  innovaiaa  ad  fan  baa  in  ■WBodU  eiaamcR^ 
lochnotogy  for  over  «  deoJe.  T1iefinlTC>ViMfteT0V-S,aienllicre«itliiBAII«*iqBe,indna<rdKl 
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High  speed  rail  is  a  new  generation  of  rail  technology  with  the  potential  to  transform  transportation^ 
much  as  jetliners  did  in  the  1 960s. 

(l.)The  Highest  Speed 

High  speed  rail  reaches  the  highest  commercial  speeds.  A  TGV  Atlantic  currently  holds  the 
speed  record  of  320  mph,  with  the  technical  potential  of  reaching  even  higher  speeds.^^ 

•  The  record-breaking  run  by  TGV  was  not  a  laboratory  experiment  of  doubtful 
outcome  or  even  a  biunpy  ride.  High  level  government  ofiBcials  were  comfortably 
riding  in  the  TGV  \^en  the  record  was  set. 

f2.)  The  Safety  of  a  Dedicated  Rieht-of-Wav 

High  speed  rail  uses  dedicated  right-of-way,  a  necessity  for  high  speed  operations  of  any 
rail  technology,  whether  it  is  a  tilt-train  or  true  high  speed  rail 

•  Dedicated  right-of-way  produces  the  extraordinary  safety  and  reliability  of  high  speed 
rail.  Safety  and  reliability  are  both  essential  ingredients  of  building  ridership.^* 

•  Dedicated  right-of-way  permits  the  frequency  of  service  necessary  for  competitive 
rail." 

•  Just  as  important,  dedicated  right-of-way  significantly  enhances  the  safety  of  people 
in  the  surrounding  communities. 

—  Dedicated  right-of-way  removes  all  grade  crossings,  one  of  the  major  hazards 
of  conventional  rail,  and  replaces  them  with  safe  underpasses  and  overpasses. 

-  Dedicated  right-of-way  minimizes  the  chances  of  accidental  injuries  from 
unauthorized  access  to  a  right-of-way  by  persons  and  animals. 

•  Mr.  Kelleher  tries  to  claim  that  a  dedicated  right-of-way  is  a  drawback  by  implying 
that  there  are  no  crossings  at  all.^^  This  is  £dse.  As  is  clear  fixnn  available  evidence, 
photographs,  and  high  speed  rail  systems  in  use,  numerous  and  frequent  underpasses 
and  overpasses  allow  easy  passage  of  traffic,  fermers,  and  wildlife. 

(3.)  A  More  Cost-Effective  Investment  Throueh  Greater  Extendibilitv  of  Infrastructure 

High  speed  rail  is  built  on  straightened  right-of-way.  Straight  right-of-way  permits  not  only 
the  safe  and  comfortable  use  of  competitive  speeds  but  also  creates  a  greater  extendibility  of 
rail  infrastructure. 

•  Increroentalism  is  most  cost-eflective  when  you  start  with  the  right  base- 
technology  for  a  corridor. 

•  High  speed  rail  has  greater  extendibility.  High  speed  rail  can  more  easily  evolve  into 
future  generations  of  rail  technology  because  the  basic  investment  in  the  right-of-way 
and  signaling  for  high  speed  rail  operations  will  have  already  been  made. 

•  In  Texas  and  many  other  corridors,  mid-speed  rail  on  existing  right-of-way  cannot  be 
extended  into  new  generations  of  rail  technology  (and  even  for  trains  running  faster 
than  ISO  mph),  without  a  second  round  of  expensive  capital  spending  for  new 
right-of-way. 


^^Machint  Dcien.  August  22.  1991. 

^°Jipanesc  uid  French  high  speed  rail  systems  have  a  safety  record  of  runnmg  without  *  tingle  fittality.    In  1986,  the  Japanese  Shinkansen  from 

Tokyo  to  Hakau  completed  more  than  2  billion  passenger  tiips  without  any  fatalities. 

'^  Edwin  Harper,  Presidenl  ofThe  Association  of  American  Railroads,  stated  on  February  3  thai  sharing  rights-of-way  with  freight  trains  a  not  always 

conducive  to  high  speed  rail  operations,  because  it  is  difiicuh  to  sdiedule  30  to  60  mph  freight  operatioos  to  avoid  conflicts  with  higUy  frequent,  ISO 

nmh  high  speed  (rams.  See  US  Rail  Ytevn.  February  17,  1993. 

'''Kelleher  Ines  to  turn  this  into  a  negative  aspecL  p.  10. 
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-  The  purchase  price  for  new  right-of-way  and  infrastructure  will  be  much 
higher  in  the  future. 

(4.)  The  21st  Caiturv  Tedinolorv  of  Fiber  Optics  Communications 

Advanced  fiber  optics  and  microelectronics  are  at  the  heart  of  high  speed  raiL  High  speed 
rail  is  both  a  transportation  and  communications  system. 

•  Operation  ofhigh  speed  rail  requires  the  installation  of  fiber  optics  netwoiks. 

-  Gistwise,  ooe  can  just  as  easily  put  100  cables  in  a  trench  as  one. 

•  The  21st  century  technology  of  an  intercity  fiber  optics  network  can  be  installed 
at  the  same  time  as  high  speed  raiL  Two  technologies  can  be  had  for  the  price  of 
one. 

•  Some  portion  of  the  additional  fiber  optic  channel  capacity  could  be  dedicated  for 
use  by  federal  and  state  agencies  and  by  public  service  institutions,  such  as 
research  centers,  educaticmal  institutions,  libraries,  youth  centers,  and  hospi^. 

7.    A  200  mph  train  CA/V compete  with  a  500  mph  jet. 

Mr.  Kelleber  claims  that  high  speed  rail  cannot  compete  with  jet  airliners  in  attracting  passengers.    His 
claim  rests  on  two  assumptions. 

•  Travelers  care  most  about  faster  vehicle  speed. 

-  (£^  speed  rail  traveling  at  200  mph,  Mr.  Kelldier  asserts,  is  not  as  &st  as  jet  aircraft 
flying  at  500  mph  (see  Kellefaer,  p.  9). 

•  Travelers  will  choose  intercity  airlines  over  high  speed  rail,  Mr.  Kelleber  claims,  lowering 
the  ridership  available  for  high  speed  rail.  (pp.  S-6). 

Mr.  Kelleher  makes  a  very  common  mistake.  He  equates  vehicle  speed  with  total  transport  time.  From 
the  traveler's  point  of  view,  total  time  of  transport  is  more  important  than  vd$icle  speed. 

A  simple  example  will  illustrate  the  point. 

•  The  &stest  vehicle  today  is  the  Space  Shuttle,  w^ch  cruises  at  17,300  mph. 

•  Few  business  travelers,  however,  would  want  to  take  a  space  shuttle  fi<sn  Miami  to  Los 
Angeles. 

•  The  total  transport  time  would  be  wedks,  if  not  longer.^' 

•  Travelers  will  readily  choose  the  transportation  technology  w^ch  shortens  their  total  time  of 
transport,  gives  diem  a  longer  stretch  of  usable  time,  and  reduces  lengthy  periods  of 
walking,  waiting,  and  commuting  to  terminals. 

Experienced  air  travelers  know  that,  on  congested  short-haul  routes,  as  little  as  25-30%  of  their  total 
transport  time  will  be  spent  flying  in  an  airplane. 

•  The  m^ority  of  intercity  air  passengers'  time  is  spent  in  taxicabs,  waDdng  to  their  gates, 
waiting  in  boarding  areas,  enduring  flight  delays,  taxiing  on  runways,  and  enplaning  or 
deplanir^. 

-  When  flights  are  delayed  and  canceled,  die  percent  of  total  transport  time  spent  in  flight 
drops  weU  below  25%. 


^  Speed  of  Ibe  tpace  ifausk  provided  by  the  eouttety  of  the  Mbooo  Space  Caacr.  In  fiurnoi  lo  the  Shuttle,  ii  a  not  '<~ig~.<  or  t~*'~<  for  piivM^ 
cofmncrcial  tnnpanibaa  luMlhaean^ooiytailhn&iietfaitvciikkqjeedbiiallheaioitniipaftiiCoanixnifaratindcr. 


254 


p.  12 


When  one  compares  total  transport  times  in  Texas  (including  boarding  times,  delays,  taxiing  and  take- 
oS^  vehicle  travel  time,  and  transit  firom  terminals  to  Central  Business  Districts),  a  TGV  running  at  186  to 
200  mph,  in  normal  operations,  is  competitive  with  and  often  faster  than  short-haul  airline  operations. 

•  Initial  research  indicates  that  total  transport  time  on  airlines  from  Dallas  to  Houston  ranges 
from  175  to  200  minutes  or  higher,  depending  on  delays  and  traffic  congestion.  On  TGV,  the 
total  transport  time  for  the  same  route  will  be  approximately  134  minutes.  (See  Chart  1, 
attached.) 

Will  people  choose  to  ride  high  speed  rail?  Southwest  and  Texas  TGV  will  compete  for  the  same 
travel  market.  The  issue  of  ridership  boils  down  to  whether  high  speed  rail  will  have  a  competitive 
edge.  We  believe  that  a  point-by-point  comparison  shows  a  competitive  edge  for  high  speed  rail 

•  Southwest  Airlines  is  unique.  Southwest  flics  planes  back  and  forth  between  pairs  of  cities, 
relying  on  a  "ten-minute  turnaround"  to  maximize  the  number  of  trips  a  plane  makes. 

•  Instead  of  building  a  network  to  provide  feeder  traffic,  like  all  other  major  carriers. 
Southwest  focuses  on  providing  frequent,  point-to-point  service  among  pairs  of  cities, 
especially  in  well-traveled  corridors.^ 

If  one  examines  Southwest's  corporate  history,  from  the  perspectives  of  its  own  executives,  the  following 
elements  seem  critical  in  building  ridership: 

•  terminal  convenience  to  downtown  areas  (such  as  Dallas  Love  Field  and  Houston  Hobby), 

•  frequency, 

•  reliabiUty, 

•  low  fares, 

•  an  equal  or  better  total  transport  time  than  alternative  transportation,  and 

•  low  operating  costs  to  keqj  fares  low.^ ' 

•  Southwest  relies  on  low  fares,  convenience,  and  reliability,  rather  than  comfort  or  amenities,  to 
induce  people  to  fly. 

Texas  high  speed  rail  will  equal  or  better  Southwest,  and  other  airlines,  on  each  of  these  factors,  and 
will  add  comfort  and  amenities  to  boot 

•  TGV  terminals  will  be  more  convenient  to  downtown  areas  than  air  terminals  and  will  likely 
be  linked  with  the  major  hub  airports  as  well  as  rapid  mass  transit  and  light  rail,  as  these 
systems  are  built  in  the  corridor  cities.  The  greater  convenience  of  TGV  terminals,  measured 
in  blocks  not  miles,  will  cut  total  transport  time. 

•  TGV  service  will  run  every  fifteen  minutes  among  its  major  terminals  during  peak  periods; 
every  thirty  minutes,  the  rest  of  the  day,  matching  current  airline  frequency. 

•  TGV  will  be  more  reliable  than  intercity  airline  flights. 

—  Texas  TGV  will  run  in  fog  and  storms  that  delay  and  cancel  air  flights.    That,  by 
itself,  is  greater  reliability. 

-  TGV  technology  has  an  on-time  record  of  97%,  counted  within  seconds.  (The  average 
late  time  has  been  90  seconds).^^ 


^Los  Anetles  Tana.  2/12/90  "We're  aAer  a  difierad  market  than  Ihe  majcn.  We're  thoct.haul,  tovi^bn.  aod  hi^  frcqucocy.  Moat  are  lerving  the 
long-haul  nurket'  Heri>  Kelleher,  Phoenix  Business  Jounul.  1986  1  think  vk  have  been  airrrwful  because  we  have  created  a  maiket  niche  that  is 
not  directed  igaLinsl  the  other  major  earners. '  Financial  World.  i/4f9l. 

^'Aviation  Week  and  Space  Technology.  2/9^6.  Aviiiion  Week  and  mace  Technology.  10/16/78;  Focfaes.  5/1/78;  Forbes.  11/2/79;  Air  Trugport 
World.  Jan..  1993.  Financial  World.  5/14/91;  /Arizona  Business  Gazette.  2/24/89;  /Arizona  Republic  2/3/93;  UPI,  7/26/89;  Housloo  Chrooide. 
il23/92,  Houston  Chrooicle.  lOrnm. 
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-  The  major  airlines  averaged  only  an  82.3%  on-time  performance.  Southwest  has  come 
a  little  closer,  moving  firom  an  on-time  record  of  86.9%  in  1989  to  a  record  of  92. 1% 
in  1992.^^  Fbght  delays,  when  dtey  occur,  add  ten  to  twenty  minutes  to  total  transport 
time. 

•  Although  it  is  difficult  to  predict  TGVs  exact  &res  at  diis  time,  TGV  will  start  with  lower 
fares  than  comparable  air  fares  and  remain  so. 

•  The  total  transport  time  for  a  trip  on  TGV  will  equal  or  better  diat  on  airlines:  134  minutes 
on  TGV  compared  to  175-200  minutes  on  airlines. 

•  Texas  TGV  passengers  will  use  the  same  local  transportation  infrastmcture  that  airline 
passengers  use  to  get  to  aixl  from  airports. 

•  While  the  operating  costs  of  TGV  are  ne^gible  (and,  in  &ct,  in  France,  operating  costs  per 
mile  have  declined  37%  over  ten  years  of  operations),  airline  operating  costs  are  likely  to 
go  up  substantially  over  the  next  ten  years,  putting  pressure  on  airlines  to  raise  fares. 

-  Airline  operations  are  very  sensitive  to  the  price  of  fiieL 

Fuel  and  oil  represented  18%  of  Southwesf  s  operating  expenses  in  1992.  During  the 
last  quarter  of  1990,  the  price  per  gallon  of  fiiel  for  Southwest  jumped  37*/a  in  one 
quarter  because  of  the  Persian  Gulf  war. ^ 

Airline  industry  sources  expect  the  price  of  aviation  fael  to  continue  to  rise  over  the 
next  decade  and  longer,  in  response  to  ti^iter  supply  and  increased  costs  for  fuel 
suppliers.^' 

-  Because  the  proposed  BTU  tax  is  intended  to  discourage  the  burning  of  hydrocarbon 
foel,  it  will  raise  airline  costs  &ster  than  TGVs  costs. 

-  Airpoit  congestion,  when  it  occurs,  wiO  lead  to  delays. 

Delays  will  reduce  Southwesfs  ability  to  keep  its  planes  in  the  air,  thereby  raising 
operating  costs.  If^  because  of  cangesticm,  every  other  flight  had  to  idle  for  ten 
minutes  on  a  runway  before  it  todc  ofif  for  a  SO-minute  fli^it,  an  intercity  airline  could 
face  as  much  as  a  10%  increase  in  fiiel  costs.  Southwest  pulled  out  of  Denver 
precisely  because  the  delays  at  Stapleton  added  too  much  to  its  operating  costs  .^ 

-  Improving  engines  to  reduce  airline  pollution  will  likely  add  S200,000  cost  per 
engine,  for  a  total  added  cost  of  $800,000  per  plane.'*'^ 

In  addition,  Texas  TGV  will  have  the  following  competitive  advantages,  of  special  appeal  to  business 
travelers  and  unmatched  by  plane  or  car: 

•  Most  of  the  total  transport  time  on  TGV  will  be  spent  in  a  single  ride,  instead  of  having 
trips  broken  up  into  numerous  and  largely  unusable  stgniaits  of  20  to  30  minutes  each,  as 
happens  on  short-haul  airline  trips. 

-  On  Texas  TGV,  passengers  will  spend  83%  of  their  total  transport  time  relaxing  or 
working  in  a  onnfbitable  environment,  instead  of  standing,  waiting,  and  walking.^ 

^During  the  pasi  decade,  a  delay  often  nnnula  or  loaga'  hat  happrnrd  only  one*  ptr  ytar  ptr  tramitt  (ooce  evoy  24S.S00  nika).  "Decade  of 

TOV  opentiaii,*  Revue  Oenerale  dea  ChemiiB  de  fa.  p.  23. 

^Soutfawcn  Newswoc  1 1/8/S9  and  VA/93.  Airline  aa^cat  performaaoe  ■•  aOnaUy  iower  than  FAA  *""""■*  inrfcttf .  becauae  Ifae  FAA  ftmovca 

aoy  taffAi  froos  their  dala  M^iich  arc  canceled  Ni'ainf  oc  mediaoacal  praotena. 

*fun.in\/90.  In  1992,  Mr.  KeUefaertaid  aboulfiidprica, -An  w  dob  pisy  each  day...  towwdMeoci,  of  coine.'Av!^Sa£B3x.  3/2/91 

*H)PL  4/27/M.  1/31/90  and  9/31/91.  Aviation  DaiW.  30/92:  BNA  Dailv  Report  far  fjxeuavtt.  lOOOOT:  Aviatioii  Week  and  Si»ce  Tectiiote«v. 

2j^:  New  York  Tinm.  2/21/93.  Fuel  coaa  accounted  far  aboU  K-lgHofSomlnwartoperauntm ■  in  1992. 

^uha  World.  2/490-,  Hounoo  a»qiick.  l(V23/92. 
^'Fliatolnteiiiaiwn.LS/12/92 
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•  TGV  passengers  will  be  able  to  use  ceOular  phones,  laptop  computen,  and  an  on-board  fax, 
and  order  food  and  bcvcrases  ( reserved  m  advance  or  ordered  oo  boaid).^' 

8.  Alrlip*'  m>fr»PCTrk«  and  long*haul  routes  are  more  flexible,  but  dris  is  largely 
irrelevant  for  high  speed  r«n  ««i  hfjiyjlv  traveled  intercity  corridoK. 

Mr.  Kelleher  has  argued  that  airlines  are  more  efficient  because  they  provide  flexible  infrastructure 
(p.  10).  This  argument  has  merit  from  the  perspective  of  an  Iwfarstate  airline  building  a  regional  or 
national  network. 

•  When  building  a  network  or  serving  intercity  corridors  of  medium  to  low  trafiSc,  interstate 
airlines  need  to  have  flexibility  in  flight-routes  to  compensate  for  the  variability  in  tiafiBc 
volume  and  net  profit  that  occurs  on  an  interstate  network. 

The  case  is  different,  however,  when  the  perspective  is  shifted  to  a  heavily  traveled  mterdty 
corridor.50 

•  In  building  transportation  for  heavily  traveled  intercity  corridors,  flexibility  is  less  tiapoTtsat 
than  providing  enough  travel  capacity  to  meet  demand. 

•  In  Texas,  the  volume  of  travelers  in  the  state's  heavily  travded,  intercity  corridors  has 
consistently  grown. 

-  To  believe  that  Texas  TGVs  tracks  would  be  empty  infrastructure,  one  would  have 
to  believe  that  Dallas-Fort  Worth,  Houston,  San  Antonio,  and  Austin  would  shrink  to 
fractions  of  their  current  sizes. 

•  There  is  not  a  single  study  which  projects  a  decline  of  these  dties.  Every  study,  as  well  as 
the  Governor  of  Texas,  predicts  growth. 

9.  The  Texas  Triangle  is  a  prime  location  for  high  speed  raiL 

Mr.  Kelleher  testified  that  Texas  TGVs  cost  estimates  are  understated,  its  ridership  estimates  overstated, 
and  that,  if  built  in  Texas,  TGV  will  operate  at  a  financial  loss  (pp.  3,  S,  6).  To  support  his  claims  on 
costs,  he  cites  a  report  by  the  Sverdiup  Corporation. 

The  Sverdrup  report,  however,  is  flawed  by  the  feet  that  it  did  not  examine  the  specific  features  of  the 
Texas  corridors  in  any  detail. 

•  As  they  admitted  in  cross-examination  during  the  Texas  High  Speed  Rail  hearings,  the  authors 
of  the  Sverdrup  rqx>rt  relied  upon  hasty  extrapolations  from  newsp<q)er  accounts  and 
construction  experience  on  the  Northeast  Corridor  for  their  conclusions. 

•  They  did  not  carry  out  independent  engineering  analysis,  calculations,  demographic  studies,  or 
ridership  surveys.^' 

^'On  thoft-baul  tirline  Ihpt,  pusengen  ipeiid,  u  most,  only  23-30%  of  tbeir  toul  transport  lime  in  •  space  ttua  could  only  remolcly  be  called 

relaxing  or  productive.  Most  of  the  minutes  they  spad  in  travel  are  unproductive. 

^'cellular  phones  and  other  devices  that  give  off  radio  sipials  have  been  banned  on  all  domfHir  U.S.  fligbli.  Shoct'^uuil  flights  typically  do  not  offer 

food  and  beverage  or  the  tune  to  enjoy  them. 

'  Mr.  Kelleher  also  overlooks  the  fact  that  ainxirts  are  not  in  the  least  flexible.  An  airport  and  its  ooos  of  development  ~»^"""  to  exist  for  a  local 

community  whether  an  airline  diooMS  to  fly  out  of  it  or  noL 

"initially,  the  High  Speed  Rail  Authority  had  considered  relying  upon  consutlaitfa'  repcrta.    About  two  weeks  bier,  however,  members  of  the 

Authority  decided  that  sworn  testimooy,  with  cross-examination,  followed  by  an  independes<  report  by  a  Hearing  Examiner,  would  produce  a  belter 

evaluation  of  high  speed  rail.  The  reports  which  had  been  started  by  the  Sverdiup  Coipontion;  Rauacfaer,  Pierce  Refines;  and  the  Hailley  Group 

might  be  entered  uUo  the  record  by  panicipanU  but  would  not  play  a  pivotal  role.    In  tumtu  to  the  rmiiillanlt,  they  had  access  to  the  banciiise 

applications  and  data  for  only  about  two  weeks  and  recognized  that  their  reports  were  nol  critical  to  the  jjiiiowlingi     Presumably,  they  did  no! 

dedicate  the  time  or  staff  to  the  lepons  as  they  might  have  otherwise. 
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The  Texas  Triangle  is  an  excellent  candidate  for  high  speed  rail  because  the  area  has  lower  constnictioii 
costs  than  elsewhere,  a  large  and  growing  ridership,  and  a  higher  than  average  propensity  to  travel. 
Mr.  Kelleher  also  neglects  to  mention  the  conclusions  reached  in  the  Texas  Turnpike  Authority  study. 
The  Texas  Turnpike  Study  found  that  a  high  speed  rail  system,  like  the  TGV,  would  be  the  most  cost- 
efTective  rail  system  for  Texas  and  the  system  most  likely  to  buOd  significant  leveb  of  ridership.^^ 

•  These  conclusions  have  been  derived  fiom  extensive  engineering  and  demographic  studies, 
carried  out  by  a  sizable  niunber  of  firms  and  agencies. 

•  Diuing  the  hearings,  the  authors  of  these  studies  were  open  to  cross-examinatioa  by  interested 
parties,  including  representatives  of  Southwest  Airlines. 

•  The  studies  were  made  part  of  the  record  during  the  hearings  of  the  Texas  Higji  Speed  Rail 
Authority  and  were  available  for  use  by  Mr.  Kelleher  in  his  testimony. 

Lower  Construction  Costs 

Construction  costs  in  the  Texas  corridors  are  generally  lower  than  in  many  other  U.S.  corridors,  especially 
the  Northeast  Corridor  ('T^JEO-^^ 

•  Texas  generally  has  more  favorable  terrain  than  ekewhcre.  There  are  neither  moimtains  (not 
even  severe  hills),  nor  marshes,  nor  severe  rivers. 

•  The  Texas  routes  do  not  have  any  severe  environmental  problems. 

•  Labor  costs  in  Texas  are  generally  lower. 

•  Most  of  the  construction  in  Texas  will  not  take  place  in  the  middle  of  active  rail  operations. 

Active  rail  operations,  such  as  in  the  NEC,  can  dcnible  construction  costs.  ^ 

•  Land  is  less  developed  and  generally  cheaper  in  Texas. 
A  Large  and  Growing  Ridership 

•  Texas  TGVs  high  speed  rail  corridors  will  connect  three  of  the  ten  largest  cities  in  the 
United  States:  Dallas-Ft  Worth,  Houston,  and  San  Antonio. 

•  The  terminal  cities  of  Texas  TGV  create  71%  of  the  gross  domestic  product  of  Texas. 
The  Dallas  to  Houston  route  alone  will  connect  cities  producing  66%  of  the  state's  economic 
activity.  The  triangle  created  by  the  rail  corridors  will  enoxnpass  more  than  40  four-year 
universities,  and  over  180  medical  and  health-research  centers  in  Dallas-Ft  Worth,  Houston, 
and  San  Antonio.^^ 

•  Five  of  the  TGVs  terminal  cities  have  major  convention  centers,  sports  arenas,  and 
entertainment  complexes  in  or  near  their  downtown  areas.  TGV  stations  in  Dallas  and  San 
Antonio  will  be  only  blocks  from  such  complexes;  in  Houston  and  Austin,  cab  or  transit  rides 
of  less  than  10  minutes. 

•  As  Southwest  Airlines  and  its  passengers  know,  the  intercity  corridors  connecting  these 
cities  are  already  heavily  traveled,  especially  by  business  travelers. 


^^Higb  speed  rail  *is  nooataeaiei  «s  the  (iiefaiol  Icdnology  due  to  i  Ugb  ntio  of  revonict  to  opitil  oodi,  relunc  to  (lie  other  tednologieL* 

High  speed  rail  'should  be  oomtnicted  oa  to  indepeodert  nghl-of-wiy  dedirinid  for  the  ezdinive  use  of  high  speed  rail  service.*  The  ri(lt-of.««y 

^wuM  be  gnde-tepamed  ind  fenced  Texu  Triangle  High  Speed  Rail  Study,*  Texas  Tunipike  Authority,  p.  n. 

^^lo  evaluating  (be  quality  of  the  Sverdrup  leport,  one  should  remeniber  that  MoniaaB-Knudsen,  a  paitner  in  Texas  TOV  wfajcfa  played  a  ma)or  rale 

in  estimating  constnxlion  casta,  was  selccled  to  eledrify  the  NEC  frcm  New  Haven  to  Botfon,  in  part,  bwaiisr  of  its  skiO  in  planniiift  bidiSn&  and 

constnjciing  electrified  railroadL  MofTisoo-Kinidsen  is  keenly  aware  of  coat  diffcnnoeibelvnea  the  NEC  and  Texas. 

^^Estimau  by  Morrison-Knudien.  based  on  their  estunaies  for  upgrading  electiificatiaa  on  the  NEC,  Iran  New  Haven  lo  BoMoa 

^^Tttt  GDP  of  Texas  m  1991  was  S332,S89,0O0  and  has  been  estimated  for  1992  a  $338,133,000.    1992  estimatea  for  the  tonmal  cities  on  the 

Dallas  to  Houston  route  show  that  these  cities  produced  $223,180,980  of  eooncmic  actrvily.  The  rural  popuhdian  of  Texas  leiaesem  only  6%  at 

Texas  population  and  pfxxluoes4S  of  the  staled  ODP.  Agpegate  datt  on  the  economic  activity  ofTexaa  provided  by  lUy  PBiyuuai  ConsullaK,  Inc. 
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One  of  the  Highest  Propensities  to  Travel 

Texans  have  a  much  higher  propensity  ts  travel  amcmg  their  major  cities  dian  people  elsewdiere. 

•  In  1990,  the  Dallas-Houston  corridor  had  543  air  passengers  for  every  thousand  inhabitants, 
significantly  more  than  the  333  passengers  per  thousand  in  the  Northeast  Corridor,  \^4lich  was 
the  next  hi^iest  area  of  per  c^ita  air  travel  in  die  U.S. 

•  Airline  seat  capacity  and  frequency  of  nonstop  services  are  twice  the  national  average  on  the 
Dallas-Houston  route  and  more  than  2S%  higher  than  the  national  average  on  the  Dallas-Austin 
and  Dallas-San  Antonio  route.^ 

From  its  initial  ridership  studies,  Texas  TGV  expects  8.7  million  passengers  a  year  by  die  year  2000  and 
14.5  million  passengers  a  year  by  2015.  An  investment  grade  ridership  study  is  currentiy  being  prepared 
by  an  independent  consultant,  and  initial  results  are  confirming  the  first  studies. 

As  to  the  credibility  of  Texas  TGVs  ridership  studies,  Lamar  Muse,  for  one,  might  doubt  Mr. 
KcUeher's  pessimism. 

•  Muse  was  head  of  Southwest  at  its  founding  and  later  CEO  of  Muse  Air. 

•  In  1991,  Muse  said  that  traffic  forecasts  for  the  late  1990s  in  regard  to  high  speed  rail  are 
"not  near  as  far  out  as  Southwest  AirUnes' forecasts  of  two  decades  ago,  when  compared 
with  the  dismal  trafBc  generated  by  Braniffand  Texas  Intemational."^^ 

10.  Texas  selected  TGV  technology  because  state  officials  decided  it  was  the  best 
technology  available  to  start  a  high  speed  rail  industry. 

Mr.  Kelleher  claims  that  the  people  backing  Texas  TGV  are  simply  "train  salesmen"  who  are  trying 
to  win  subsidies  for  a  "foreign"  train. 

•  He  overlooks  the  &a  that  Morrison-Knudsen  is  one  of  the  major  partners  in  Texas  TGV. 
Morrison-Knudsen  is  a  premier  American  company  which  buih  one  of  the  great  engineering 
achievements,  the  Hoover  Dam.  The  Hoover  Dam,  today,  supplies  650,000  acres  of  irrigation 
water,  and  produces  1,340  megawatts  of  power  for  cities  and  homes. 

—  Morrison-Knudsen  understands  both  high  speed  rail  technology  and  the 
engineering  of  large  construction  projects. 

-  Morrison-Knudsen  is  the  company  recendy  selected  by  Amtrak  to  carry  out  the 
electrification  of  the  Northeast  Corridor  fix>m  New  Haven  to  Boston.  M-K  has 
supervised  the  construction  of  over  20,000  miles  of  new  railroad  and  360  miles  of 
bored  tunnels  and  shafts  on  railroad  systems. 

•  American-made  components  are  already  used  on  all  TGVs — parts  such  as  the  air-brakes 
and  the  heating/ventilation  systems,  both  made  in  South  Carolina. 


'^Proposal  Tor  Decisiaa  Hearing  Fximing.  p.  43. 

'^Emphasis  added  In  other  wotd^  if  one  had  looked  al  the  ridenhip  genented  by  Bruiff  and  Texas  Intemalinnal,  ooe  would  have  been  fcned  to 
conclude  that  Soulfawesf a  hdenUp  fahnitn  wen  impaaible  to  meet.  Some  people  wooy  that  high  ipeed  rail  might  (ufCer  fiom  the  lame  problem!  as 
mass  transit.  This  is  not  likely.  Hi|^  speed  nil  serves  ao  mttraty  travel  maiket  people  who  ouke  trips  of  100-300  miles  in  length  in  heavily 
traveled  intercity  corridotv  Mass  transit  is  an  mtroeity  tranpoitalico  system  which  rwnprtn  with  the  automobile  for  travel  within  a  metropolitan 
area  and  tnps  of  less  than  SO  to  100  miles.  It  is  hard  for  mass  transit  to  compete  for  the  inlracity  market  Those  who  own  can  tend  to  prefer  using 
them  for  tnps  less  than  100  miles  because  of  the  independence  and  cooveoience  a  car  provides.  Mass  transit  is  also  burdened  with  pubUc  purposes:  to 
serve  most  areas  of  a  city  and  provide  transpoctalioo  for  those  who  cannal  affotd  antflnwhiles.  These  public  purposes  mean  that  many  mass  transit 
systems  are  required  to  run  transit  vehicles  on  unprofitable  routes,  thereby  raising  their  operating  coila. 
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•  Mr.  Kelldicr  neglects  to  mention  that  the  tOt-train,  soon  to  be  tested  by  Amtrak,  u 
Swedish  and  German,  and  that  Turbomeca,  a  company  often  touted  as  a  Texas 
manufacturer  of  gas-turbme  locomotives,  is  actually  a  foreign  company  which 
manufactures  only  gas-turbine  engines,  primarily  for  helicopters  and  not  locomotives. 

There  is  no  purely  American  high-speed  rail  technology  ready  for  off-the-shelf  application,  and  I  do  not 
think  we  should  wait  thirty  years  to  develop  it  from  the  ground  up.  By  building  a  successful  high  speed  rail 
system,  we  can  quickly  be  in  the  front  lines  of  rail  technology,  so  long  as  we  don't  get  sidetracked  by 
those  who  would  scapegoat  foreign  technology  to  prevent  the  development  of  a  competitive 
transportation  carrier. 

•  In  the  late  19SOs,  American  railroad  companies  decided  to  abandon  research  and 
development  of  new  rail  technologies  for  passenger  service  and  stick,  inift^fj  to  squeezing 
more  power  and  e£Sciency  out  of  slow-speed  freight  trains.  Because  slow  speed  train 
technology  was  no  longer  competitive  in  the  U.  S.,  they  largely  gave  up  on  developing  new 
technologies.'* 

•  The  lack  of  competitive  American  technology  is  the  main  reason  v/hy  Amtrak  has  decided  to 
test  the  Swedish-German  X-2000. 

As  a  red-white-and-blue  American,  1  beUeve  that  projects  like  Texas  TGV  will  jump-start  an  American 
high  speed  rail  industry. 

•  A  competitive  high  speed  rail  system  will  generate  the  demand  for  American  research  and 
development  and  American  components. 

-     Success  in  one  corridor  will  accelerate  the  financing  and  construction  of  high  speed  rail 
projects  elsewhere. 

•  In  Texas,  75-80%  of  the  total  project  costs  will  purchase  American  goods  and  services. 
The  trainsets  represent  less  than  20%  of  the  total  project  cost. 

•  Trainsets  for  the  Texas  project  will  be  assembled  in  Texas.  Many  of  the  components  and  parts 
will  be  American-produced." 

•  There  is  plenty  of  room  in  this  industry  for  American  high-tech  components,  all  the  way  up  to 
sophisticated  simulators,  if  we  get  started  now. 

•  Former  defense  contractors  and  subcontractors,  as  well  as  engineers  who  have  worked  for 
them,  will  find  plenty  of  need  for  their  services  in  a  new  high  speed  rail  industry. 

11.  Texas  /?  comparable  to  France. 

Mr.  Kelleher  claims,  in  his  testimony,  that  Texas  is  so  dramatically  different  from  Europe,  and, 
specifically,  France,  that  high  speed  rail  will  not  work  in  Texas  (pp.  5-6).  He  cites  two  reports,  the 
Sverdiup  Report  and  a  study  by  the  Texas  Transportation  Institute,  in  support  of  his  claim,  w^ch,  it  is  fiur 
to  note,  implicitly  admits  that  French  high  speed  rail  has  been  successfid. 


^^Fiiuuicitl  Worid.  l/g/8i.  Irooically,  1953  was  the  year  the  Frtncfa  fint  tested  (prototype  erf' wfait  wniMbeccme  high  i^^  Curt 

Stanford,  technical  consuhant  to  the  House  Science  and  Technology  Coomsiltee,  st^ed,  *We  found  that  the  US.  rail  industry  ami  Anonk  had  biled  to 
Ud:e  advantage  oftheiute-of-tbe-arl  technology  to  develop  high  speed  rail  systent.*  Melahrorfcing  Hen.  3/23/83. 
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Texas  TGV,  Bavline  Implementation  Plan. 
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•  Without  providing  any  numerica]  data,  Mr.  Kellehcr  states  that,  in  Europe,  distances  are 
shorter,  gas  prices  today  are  more  than  double  U.S.  prices,  population  densities  are  greater, 
and  European  air  travel  today  is  less  common  and  more  expensive  than  in  the  U.S. 

It  goes  without  saying  that  Texas  is  different  firom  Europe.  What  is  important  to  high  speed  rail, 
however,  is  whether  the  demographics  and  transportation  criteria  are  so  different  that  comparisons 
with  French  success  are  meaningless. 

Mr.  Kelleher's  comparison  is  wrong.  He  makes  the  same  mistakes  in  his  comparison  as  the  authors 
of  the  reports  he  cites. 

•  First,  the  general  population  density  of  a  continent,  even  a  country,  is  irrelevant  for  high 
speed  rail.  What  matters  is  the  point-to-point  population  connected  by  a  high  speed  rail 
corridor  and  the  volume  of  tra£5c  in  the  corridor,  especially  the  volume  of  business  travelers. 

•  Second,  one  should  use  data  specific  to  particular  travel  corridors,  not  continents.  High 
speed  rail  is  designed  to  match  specific  intercity  corridors. 

•  Third,  the  time  frame  of  comparison  Mr.  Kelleher  uses  is  mistaken.  The  correct 
comparison  between  France  and  Texas  is  France  in  1982,  wiien  the  French  began  their  first 
year  of  full  service  between  Paris  and  Lyon,  and  the  Texas  of  1S>98,  the  approximate  year  for 
the  inauguration  of  Texas  TGV  service. 

•  Fourth,  the  maximum  or  average  travel  distances  in  a  country  are  irrelevant  High  speed 
rail  is  designed  for  travel  corridors  100  to  300  miles  in  length,  where  it  is  the  most  efficient 
means  of  transport 

Correcting  the  mistakes  made  by  Mr.  Kelleher  and  looking  at  French  and  U.S.  data,  one  finds  that 
France  and  Texas  are  fairly  comparable  (see  Chart  2,  attached).^ 

•  The  distance  fi^om  Paris  to  Lyon  is  265  miles.  The  Dallas  to  Houston  distance  is 
approximately  245  miles  (23 1  miles,  according  to  a  federal  source). 

•  The  point-to-point  city  population  to  be  linked  in  France  by  the  Paris  to  Lyon  line  in  1982  was 
2.59  million.  The  1990  point-to-point  city  population  for  the  Dallas-Fort  Worth  to  Houston 
route  is  3.53  million.  A  comparison  of  metropolitan  areas  shows  Paris  to  Lyon,  in  1982, 
connected  9.68  million;  Dallas-Fort  Worth  to  Houston,  in  1998,  will  connect  8.98  to  9.23 
million  people,  according  to  population  projections.^' 

•  In  1982,  gasoline  cost  about  $1.50  a  gallon  in  France.  In  Texas,  gasoline  currently  oscillates 
around  SI.  15,  but  will  increase  to  more  than  $1.25  by  1995,  if  the  proposed  BTU  tax  is  enacted 
(how  much  more  depends  upon  the  price  of  oil  in  1995  and  the  increases  in  federal  and  state 
taxes). 

•  In  1982,  the  approximate  cost  of  a  Paris  to  Lyon  auto  trip,  inclusive  of  gas,  depreciation, 
maintenance,  etc.)  was  $71.  In  Texas,  the  approximate  cost  of  an  auto  trip  fiom  Dallas  to 
Houston  (inclusive)  is  about  $62  (1990). 


°^  Analogies  ihould  not  be  Uken  too  fir.  The  Texas  conidon  should  be  judged  on  their  own  moil  as  high  speed  rail  oociidoti.  The  task  of  Tens 
TGV  was  to  submit  ecoaooiic  and  demopaphic  data  to  the  Texas  High  Speed  Rail  Autboctty  showing  that  high  speed  rail  would  work  in  the  Teas 
corridon.  The  Authority  judged  the  data  valid. 

^' Population  projections  for  all  the  terminal  cities  in  Texas  TGV^  system  added  up  to  11.8  to  12.1  millico  metropolitan  populalion  in  1998.  In201S, 
the  metropolitan  population  in  Texas  TGVs  terminal  cities  is  projected  to  be  approxmialely  IS.S  million.  Statistical  data  for  Texas  cities  was  taken 
Erom  The  Statistical  Abstract  of  the  United  Stales.  1992.  published  by  the  U.S.  DepL  of  Caamerce.  City  populations  for  Texas  woe  available  only  for 
1990  Dau  for  French  ciUes  and  meUTjpolitan  areas  %va$  provided  by  Demographic  Yearbook  for  1984.  published  by  the  United  Natiflos. 
Metropolitan  papulation  projections  for  Texas  in  1998  were  provided  by  eoooocnisi  M.  Ray  Perryman  and  are  available  in  the  Texas  Turnpike 
Authority  study. 
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•  Airline  travel  between  Pahs  and  Lyon  was  available  in  1982  and  cost  approximately  $88.   In 
Texas,  air  travel,  Dallas  to  Houston,  costs  t^>p^oxinlately  $79  in  1993. 

12.  French  high  speed  rail  operates  profitably  and  does  WOT  require  subsidies. 

Mr.  Kelleher  claims  that  European  railroad  systems  operate  with  huge  losses  and  require  large 
subsidies.  He  cites  the  debts  of  the  German  rail  system  as  proof  for  his  claim  (p.  7).  His  comparison 
and  conclusions  are  incorrect 

•  He  should  know  that  citing  statistics  on  total  raibvav  system  finances  is  as  nusleadine  as  it 
would  be  to  cite  statistics  on  all  aviation  companies  to  evaluate  Southwest  Airlines. 

-  In  Europe,  financial  data  on  national  railway  systems  include  statistics  for 
conventional  speed  and  commuter  speed  rail,  rail  systems  which  typically  run  losses 
and  require  subsidies. 

-  The  French  government,  for  instance,  considers  the  provision  of  convendonal  and 
commuter  rail  to  all  areas  of  France  a  pubUc  responsibility  and  ctmtinues  to  operate 
conventional  speed  lines  whether  they  show  profits  or  not 

•  Mr.  Kelleher's  citation  of  data  on  German  railway  losses  a  especially  misleading. 

-  Gennan  rail,  especially  high  speed  rail,  has  very  different  construction  aixl  operational 
characteristics.  In  particular,  the  German  ICE  is  about  35%  heavier  than  a  TGV 
and  requires  much  heavier — and  more  expensive — track,  roadbed,  and  support  in  its 
construction.*^ 

-  Moreover,  the  German  railways  have  just  finished  construction  of  their  high  speed  rail 
and  have  not  had  significant  time  to  retire  construction  debt 

•  To  judge  European  success,  one  really  needs  to  look  specifically  at  French  high  speed  rail 
daU. 

-  The  French  have  been  operating  high  speed  rail  for  over  a  decade. 

The  financial  data  available  for  French  high  speed  rail  tell  a  very  different  story  ft-om  that  claimed  by 
Mr.  Kelleher.  According  to  French  observers,  high  speed  rail  has  actually  revitalized  what  had  been 
an  aging  and  inefficient  conventional  rail  system.^ 

High  speed  rail  has  actually  boosted  the  net  revenues  of  the  total  system.  High  speed  rail  is  carrying 
the  burden  of  the  rest  of  the  French  rail  system.^ 

•    From  the  very  first,  the  TGV  system  was  designed  to  be  a  profit-making  venture  for 
French  National  Railways. 

-  The  French  railways  were  under  pressure  by  the  French  government  in  the  1970s 
to  increase  their  hdership  and  boost  their  earnings. 

—  Routes  are  plaimed  and  decisions  made  on  the  basis  of  a  corridor's  revenue 
capacity  to  support  the  necessary  capital  investment  and  still  make  a  profit. 


'^Tbc  Gennan  ICE  wdgia  23  torn  per  axle,  while  «  TOV  weigh*  17  Unt  per  axle.  Mr.  Kelkfaer  dates  Ibal  the  Gennan  ICE  lad  in  Texas  because 

they  were  honest  about  needing  a  subsidy.  What  Mr.  Kellefaer  leaves  out  is  that  the  German  bid  was  sudi  higher  than  Texas  TQV  because  the  wdgX 

of  their  trainscu  required  much  heavier  and  mote  expensive  conanictioo  and  mairtmance. 

'^Jean-Philippe  Bernard,  editcr  of  the  French  Raihviy  Review  (Revue  Otnerale  da  Chemins  de  Ferl  "Decade  of  TOV  Opentiao,*  p.  5. 

'^A  Decade  of  TGV  Opentiao,*  Revue  Generale  Dei  Cheniins  De  Fer.  p.  76.   Again,  die  comparisoa  with  Texas  should  not  taken  too  &r.  The 

French  have  been  able  to  take  advantage  of  existing  leiminals,  ticket  ftcilitiei,  and  so  co,  What  really  couats  is  whether  the  system  praposed  fat  the 

Texas  osnidon  fits  the  data  relevant  to  the  Texas  cocridort. 


262 


p.  20 


•  Funding  for  three  French  TGV  lines  (and  an  extension  of  the  first  line)  has  been  internally 
generated,  with  one  exception  made  for  reasons  of  economic  devdopmast. 

-  The  French  government  granted  30%  of  the  construction  costs  to  the  TGV 
Atlantic  line,  because  the  eovemment  wanted  to  spur  tourism  and  eccmomic 
development  of  the  French  coastline,  despite  projections  ^^ch  showed  a  potential 
ridership  lower  than  desirable. 

•  According  to  French  sources,  the  operations  of  TGV  lines  have  never  been  subsidized. 

-  The  Paris  to  Lyon  line  began  operations  in  late  1981.  During  the  first  ten  years  of 
operation,  the  TGV  txpaa&oA  the  overall  high  speed  travel  market  (TGV  and 
airlines  combined)  by  over  60%  and  their  own  capacity  by  over  100%. 

-  Demand  for  high  speed  rail  travel  has  grown  fester  than  population  growth. 

-  French  high  speed  rail  will  soon  cany  more  than  1/2  of  the  total  mainline 
passenger  trafBc  in  France. 

•  Operating  costs  per  kilometer  have  dropped  by  37Ve  from  1982  to  1990.^^ 

•  According  to  the  French,  the  Paris  to  Lyon  route  has  generated  something  on  the  order  of 
a  12-15%  profit  and  will  have  already  paid  for  itself  by  the  end  of  1993,  several  years 
ahead  of  schedule. 

13.  Mr.  Kelleher  applies  data  in  inappropriate  ways  and  leaves  out  autihoritative  data 
which  do  not  suit  his  purpose. 

Mr.  Kelleher  referred  to  the  extensive  research  submitted  to  the  Texas  High  Speed  Rail  Authority  and  to  a 
valuable  record  of  evidence  produced  during  the  hearings  held  in  1991  (p.  4).  He  does  not  mention,  of 
course,  that  he  fought  in  Texas  courts  to  prevent  any  public  hearing  of  the  issue.  And  it  is  curious 
that,  in  his  testimony,  he  never  refers  to  the  most  thoroughly  researched,  cross-examined,  and,  in  the 
end,  accepted  documents  which  are  available: 

•  the  Texas  Triangle  High  Speed  Rail  Study,  which  convinced  the  Texas  Legislature  of  the 
need  for  the  Texas  High  Speed  Rail  Act,^ 

•  the  multivolume  franchise  applications,  containing  demographic,  economic,  financial, 
environmental,  and  engineering  studies,  or 

•  the  sworn  testimony  of  financial  experts  such  as  Dillon  Read,  Merrill  Lynch,  and  Banque 
Indosuez  presented  during  the  hearings,  and 

•  the  official  report  of  the  Hearing  Examiner,  who  concluded  that  high  speed  rail  would 
promote  the  public  good,  including  the  expansion  of  transportation  and  the  development  and 
diversification  of  the  Texas  economy;  that  Texas  TGVs  proposal  was  both  efficient  and 
economically  viable;  and  that  Texas  TGV  was  the  appUcant  best  quaUfied  to  finance, 
construct,  operate,  and  maintain  high  speed  rail  feciUties  within  Texas.^^ 

Trying  to  correct  and  reconcile  all  the  numbers  Mr.  Kelleher  uses  has  become  almost  a  full  time  business. 
His  numbers  shift,  and  it  is  like  trying  to  hit  a  moving  target.  I  have  already  discussed  several  instances  of 
mistaken  statistics  and  will  tr>'  to  deal  with  the  rest. 


**||A  Decide  of  TGV  OperMion.-  Revue  Goierale  Pes  Chemins  De  Fer.  p.  23. 

°^This  documenl  was  prepared  by  expenenced,  prafessiaiul  engineen  under  the  diredioo  of  the  Texu  Turnpflie  Authority  and  a  iu^jieuive  in  hs 

documenuuaa  and  researdL 

^ 'The  Heanng  Examiner  was  an  independent  examiner  appointed  by  the  High  Speed  Rail  Authority  to  evaluate  the  need  for  high  speed  rail  and  the 

franchise  applicaliofis  which  had  been  submitted.  The  coochisions  an  taken  from  "Propoaal  fcr  Dec^ioa,*  Hearing  ExamiiKr,  Texas  High  Speed  Rail 

Authority,  pp  95-96.  The  conclusions  were  unanimously  adopted  by  the  Texas  High  Speed  Rail  Authority. 
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Mr.  Kelleher  states  that  SS.937  billion  dollars  will  be  financed  by  bonds. 

•  This  is  not  accurate.  Texas  TGV  currently  plans  to  seek,  at  most,  S2  billion  of  tax-exempt 
financing,  if  this  option  becomes  available. 

Mr.  Kelleher  makes  the  claim  that  "there  is  no  evidence  that  a  privately  financed  high  speed  rail  system  in 
Texas  is  feasible"  (p.  6).  This  is  a  rather  sweeping  claim  to  be  made  by  sixteen  words,  without  any  data, 
especially  when  Mr.  Kelleher  leaves  out  the  most  important  &cts. 

•  The  study  he  quotes  was  a  study  carried  out  by  the  Graduate  School  of  Business  at  the 
University  of  Texas  at  El  Paso  which  had  been  commissioned  by  Southwest  Airlines. 

•  Authors  of  the  study  did  not  review  or  evaluate  Texas  TGVs  studies,  data,  or  plans.^ 

•  The  study  examined  a  different  project,  was  carried  out  a  year  before  any  formal 
application  documents  or  data  regarding  TGVs  plan  had  been  submitted 

•  The  study  was  carried  out  by  persons  of  questionable  training  and  expertise  regarding  the 
construction,  financing,  and  ridership  of  transportation  modes. 

Mr.  Kelleher  claims  that  a  recent  federal  study,  "In  Pursuit  of  Speed"  proves  his  belief  that  the  Texas  hi^ 
speed  rail  project  is  like  any  other  in  the  U.  S.  with  respect  to  costs  and  revenues  (pp.  6-7).  This  is  an 
abuse  of  the  data  and  conclusions  of  that  report. 

•  The  authors  of  "In  Pursuit  of  Speed"  use  hypothetical  and  generic  data  to  compare,  in 
principle,  the  alternatives  in  rail  technology.  The  authors  specifically  warn  against  nuking 
judgments  about  any  single  corridor  without  first  collecting  and  analyzing  the  data  specific  to 
the  corridor.^'  The  data  they  have  used  is  so  general  as  to  make  simple  projections  to  a 
corridor  unreliable. 

•  If  one  examines  the  report  carefiilly,  it  is  clear  that  the  authors  intentionally  dedded  to 
exclude  high  speed  rail  ridership  eenerated  from  highway  travelers  and  intermodal 
connections  with  airlines. 

-  They  focus  exclusively  on  projections  fi'om  current  air  travel  between  pairs  of  cities.^^ 

•  Their  decision  excludes  a  major  portion  of  Texas  TGVs  revenues. 

-  Data  for  the  Texas  corridors  shows  that  ridership  from  intermodal  connections, 
diverted  highway  travel,  and  induced  ridership  is  significant  and  would  be  a  major 
component  of  Texas  high  speed  rail  revenue.^' 

•  The  authors  of  the  federal  report  do  not  directly  consider  r^ooal  differences  in  a  population's 
propensity  to  travel. 

-  Texans,  especially  Texas  business  travelers,  have  had  one  of  the  highest  propensities  to 
travel  among  their  cities.^ 

•  The  authors  of  "In  Pursuit  of  Speed"  also  note  that  ridership  from  diverted  highway  travd 
can  be  significant  in  cases  where  there  are  significant  entertainment,  recreational,  and 
tourist  attractions.^^  The  Texas  corridors  fit  this  description  remarkably  welL 


Alt 

°°F(ir  hiBinrf.  the  ridoihip  nlimilfi  wa«  cuiied  out  by  *  profcaor  of  accoualiiig  with  link  tMck^oimd  b  «»«i»)»m.t;~> 

°'See  la  Punuii  of  Speed,*  p.  106.  for  the  •mbati'  ■tmoB^  to  lodm  igum  naplc  extnpolitiaiie  to  any  ^lecific  oonidar.  They  edviee  Ifaet «« 

nan]  to  ooOect  and  examiae  daU  from  specific  conidon. 

^^See,  for  instance.  In  Punuit  ofSpeed,*  pp.  108-109. 

'Mtif  idensOngtaoolelhatMr.KelkberilaleithalhebiulthisairiiaeoiaofsucfainducedridenfaipinlfaeTexaiiiaerci^  Avialioo  Wedt 

and  Space  Tcchnelogv.  10/16/78.  *WeS>e  (M  all  kindt  of  people  flying  that  never  flew  before. . . .  Every  maiket  that  weVe  gooc  iido  nc  eipand  the 

gwfcacnannauily  10  ihere^  plenty  ofpaacogcn  for  everybody.*  Arizona  Buiinqi  Oaatle.  2/24/89. 

i*See  the  poiA  made  on  p.  16. 

'3*In  Pursuit  of  Speed.'  p.  107. 
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-  In  &ct,  Mr.  Kelleher  painted  one  of  his  planes  to  look  like  Shamu,  the  Whale,  to  try  to 
tap  the  tourist  market  to  Sea  World  in  San  Antonio7^ 

-  The  cities  on  Texas  TGVs  routes  contain  S  major  theme  parks,  3  downtown 
entertaiiunent  complexes,  7  major  sports  complexes  (2  of  which  are  less  than  10 
blocks  from  projected  rail  stations),  4  national  sports  franchises,  8  nuijor  universities, 
at  least  5  nationally-ranked  research  centers,  the  leading  tourist  destination  in  the 
state  (San  Antonio),  and  the  state  capital 

14.  A  successful  TGV  will  NOT  Aama^f>,eL  the  airline  industry. 

Nfr.  Kelleher  testified  that,  if  high  speed  rail  is  buih  in  Texas,  Southwest  Airiines  would  be  ordering  fewer 
planes  fi'om  Boeing,  leading  to  a  fiirther  loss  of  American  jobs  and  exports  (pp.  8-9).  There  are  many 
reasons  for  the  current  problems  in  American  aviation,  including:  deregulation,  &re  wars,  airport 
congestion,  overly  high  hub  e}q>enses,  defense  cutbacks,  and  corporate  reorganizations.  Some  airlines 
might  even  lay  part  of  the  responsibility  at  the  door  of  Southwest  Airlines.  Patrick  Murphy,  of  the  DOT, 
stated,  "if  Southwest  had  not  operated  last  year  the  rest  of  the  large  U.S.  airlines  would  have  been 
profitable.^^  Out  of  all  the  possible  causes,  however,  I  do  not  think  that  a  vet-to-be-bulb  high  speed 
rail  system  is  a  cause  of  current  problems.  Nor  do  I  think  that  high  speed  rail  will  damage  the  airline 
industry  of  tomorrow. 

Intercity  high  speed  rail  will  never  replace  the  jet  airplane  or,  for  that  matter,  the  automobile. 

•  On  trips  up  to  100  miles,  most  Americans  will  continue  to  feel  that  the  automobile  is  the  most 
efficient  and  convenient  transportation  for  their  needs. 

•  Given  the  size  of  the  U.S.  and  the  much  longer  length  of  long-haul  routes,  jet  aircraft  will 
continue  to  be  the  most  competitive  and  efficient  means  of  transportation  for  trips  over 
300  miles  in  length. 

•  High  speed  rail  is  aimed  at  a  different  market  segment  than  most  airlines:  intercity  trips 
of  100  to  300  miles  in  length. 

Texas  TGV  will  not  damage  most  air  carriers.  Most  carriers  have  a  strategy  of  building  airline 
networks  emphasizing  lone-haul  routes. 

•  The  majonty  of  U.S.  air  carriers  have  increasingly  shifted  to  long-haul  routes,  where  aircraft 
have  the  greatest  efficiency  and  highest  profit  margins. 

-  The  Argoime  Laboratory  estimates  that  long-haul  routes  over  600  miles  in  length  use 
only  one-half  the  fuel  per  passenger  mile  as  short-haul  routes  because  short-haul  flights 
spend  more  flying  time  at  fuel-inefficient  low-altitudes  .'^ 

•  Industry  sources  beUeve  that  the  trend  toward  long-haul  routes  will  continue,  with  major 
carriers  departing  from  some  smaller  regional  markets  and  using  corporate  relationships  with 
smaller  carriers  to  provide  feeder  traffic.^ 


'^UPI,  5/23/88.  Southwen  Newiwire.  5/23/88. 

^^SooK  of  Mr  KeUehcr't  past  competiton— Midwty  Aiiiins,  Bnniff;  Cominmlil.  Muse  Air,  USAir,  and  Amoica  Wot— oiigfal  feel  even  max 

strongly.   Lamar  Muse,  origiiuU  president  of  Southwest  and  then  president  of  Muse  Air,  laid  in  1984  that  he  felt  rival  Southwest  was  using  overly 

aggressive  phcuig  to  break  Muse  Air.    *We  an\  get  away  from  Soulfawest  Airlines,*  be  said  at  the  time,  'and  they^  determined  to  bankrupt  ua.* 

United  Press  International,  March  10,  1985.  Muse  Air  ended  up  broke,  then  was  bought  by  Southwest  and  finally  liquidated   h  a  surprising  how 

many  of  Southwesfs  direct  competitors  have  filed  for  bankruptcy.  See,  for  inqarKx,  stories  in  The  Dallas  Times  Herald.  June  29, 1981;  United  Freis 

buernational.  March  10. 1985:  The  Phoenix  Gaatte.  August  8, 1991:  and  the  Southwefl  Newswire.  Sept.  30, 1991. 

"Piatt's  Oilgram  News,  5/26/89. 

^Aviation  Week  and  Space  Technology.  3/15/93.  The  writer  stales  that  man  airlines  will  adopt  Deltai  organization  of  a  feeder  lyAem  bated  on  part 

ownership  of  regional  camera  In  March,  1993,  several  major  carriers  announced  they  would  be  reducing  hub  openoicni  to  cut  coats.  While  it  is  bard 
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-  In  &ct,  many  airlines,  $ucb  as  USAir  and  American  Airlines,  are  interested  in  using 
high  speed  rail  as  a  feeder  system  for  new  airline  passengers. 

-  With  high  speed  rail  handling  more  sboit-haul  passengers,  airlines  will  be  able  to  switch 
expensive  airline  assets  to  more  profitable,  long-haul  routes. 

Even  Southwest  Airlines  is  no  longer  simply  a  short-haul  carrier.  Southwest  is,  in  fact,  the  seventh 
largest  U.S.  carrier,  flying  an  average  haul  length  of  500  miles  in  1992.'^ 

•  Southwest  serves  34  cities  and  36  airports  in  IS  states  (soon  to  be  16,  in  May)^ 

•  Southwest  dominates  intercity  markets  not  only  in  Texas,  but  also  California  (where  they  are 
it\)  and  Arizona.  "Southwest's  average  market  share  in  its  own  top  100  markets  is  64%, 
compared  with  41  percent  or  less  for  any  other  major  airline,"  stated  Patrick  Murphy,  Dqiuty 
Assistant  in  the  Dq}artment  of  Transportation.^ 

•  Yet,  the  intercity  trafBc  in  the  Texas  corridors  rq>resents  only  5-7%  of  Southwest's  business 
today.*' 

It  is  doubtful  that  a  successful  TGV  will  damage  even  Southwest  Airlines,  given  the  trend  in 
Southwest's  operations  to  longer  flights,  the  ingenuity  of  Southwest's  management,  and  the  flexibility 
of  Southwest's  operations,  as  emphasized  by  Mr.  Kelleher.^ 

•  There  wiU  be  an  expanding  base  oftravelers  for  competitive  modes  of  transportation. 

-  It  is  projected  that  the  total  number  oftravelers  in  the  Texas  corridors  wiU  triple  by  20  IS. 

-  There  will  always  be  a  portion  ofthe  traveling  pubUc  who  prefer  to  fly. 

•  Texas  TGV  will  have  no  effect  whatsoever  on  over  90%  of  Southwest's  business. 

-  Southwest  will  offer  the  same  (or  better)  services  as  it  does  today  in  most  of  its  markets. 

-  Texas  TGV  will  not  affect  Southwest's  sizable  operations  in  the  west,  midwest  and 
southeastern  United  States. 

•  When  TGV  is  built.  Southwest  Airlines  will  probably  emphasize  its  air  connections  fix>m 
Dallas,  Houston,  Austin,  and  San  Antonio  to  other  cities  and  states,  and  will  most  likely 
continue  to  offer  air  service  in  all  corridors  for  those  who  prefer  to  fly. 

•  Southwest  currently  dominates  nearly  70%  of  the  Texas  intercity  mark^.  With  an 
expanding  base,  there  is  surely  room  for  competition.*^ 

Properly  designed,  high  speed  rail  will  become  a  con^lementary  technology  for  existing 
transportation  modes. 

•  An  intercity  Texas  TGV  will  complement  the  operations  of  most  major  airlines.  An 
intercity  train,  hooked  up  to  r^onal  airports,  can  increase  traffic  through  an  airport,  reduce 

to  predict  the  kng^om  inpad  of  this  change  co  the  airline  iutiuiuy,  it  is  doufatluj  that  the  majon  vnO  switch  fiom  Icnc^nuJ  to  sfaaft'4iau]  fcaifien, 

ahbough  they  may  try  to  add  ihofler-roule  subsidiaries  to  vjikTrrr  out  rcgiooaJ  airlinet. 

'^Souhwcsfs  average  haul  distance  incnaaed  frcin  3T7  miks  in  1984  to  312  miles  in  the  fint  quarter  of  1993.   SoulfawcM  Newiwitc,  3/6/84  and 

'^Southwest  Newswirc.  2/2/93;  Testimcay  of  Herh  KeOefacr,  VJS.  Congress,  p.  1. 

•"Palrkk  Murphy.  inBNA.  V2S/n. 

''southwest  Newxwire,  2/2/93  and  2/}/93.  The  Los  Amalo  Tunes  reported  oo  1 1/23/92  that  Southwest  had  becon^  tl«  No.  1  earlier  in  CaKfiimia 

mi  that  Southwest's  corporaie  nrategy  had  made  Southwest  the  largeB  player  in  nearly  cvtsy  mattet  it  serves. 

ffSee  Mr  KeUcher^  testimony.  March  13.  1993. 

^^figureisfromiestmniiy  by  rcpreaertativcs  of  Southwest  Airlines  during  the  Tens  Higb  Speed  Rail /Uflbofitybesiiip.  The  case  of  Air  bucr, 

in  France,  is  instructive.  Air  bder  is  the  regiooa]  airline  c^^mpeting  with  the  Paris-Lyoa  ht^  speed  rail  Air  Islcr  still  ofien  fliglMs  on  the  ssme  roitte 

and  has  bad  an  overall  iitcrease  in  its  number  of  passengers,  even  though  the  Psris-Lyoa  high  ipeei  rail  has  been  suocesaiiil  in  anrsciing  passengers 

and  operating  profitably.  See  Aviation  Europe.  10/16/91. 
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congestion  on  feeder  highways,  and  free  up  expensive  and  scarce  gates  for  airlines  flying  long- 
haul  routes.  This  can  increase  passengers  and  cut  operating  costs. 

•  The  FAA  has  adopted  the  goal  of  cooperating  in  the  development  of  an  integrated 
transportation  system,  including  high  speed  rail  and  intennodal  links  at  aiipoits  as  one  of  its 
five  strategic  goals. *^ 

15.  Why  Mr.  Kelleher  fights  high  speed  rail  and  supports  mid'speed  ralL 

Mr.  Kelleher  seems  to  indicate  a  qualified  support  for  mid-speed  rail,  such  as  the  X-2000  tilt  train  or  gas- 
turfoine  technology.  He  testified  that  a  mid-speed  rail  technology,  such  as  a  tilt-train,  might  be  suitable  for 
the  Northeast  Corridor  or  elsewtere  (pp.  3-4,  12),  but  that  high  speed  rail  for  Texas  would  be  a 
"boondoggle"  (p.  12). 

What  he  forgets  to  mention  is  that  the  alternative  of  mid-speed  rail  for  Texas  has  already  been 
studied  in  the  Texas  Turnpike  Authority  study  and  was  found  wanting. 

•  The  study  included  elaborate  and  specific  calculations  of  construction  and  operating  costs, 
transport  time  simulations,  and  ridership  estimates. 

•  The  numbers  in  that  study  indicate  that  mid-speed  rail,  despite  its  usefidness  elsewhere, 
would  nol  be  a  cost-effective  choice  for  the  Texas  Triangle,  because  of  its  low  ratio  of 
revenues  to  capital  costs.*^ 

•  In  all  probability,  mid-speed  rail  would  be  the  boondoggle  in  Texas  because  it  would  be 
very  costly  to  build  and  would  not  be  competitive  enough  to  attract  sufficient  ridership. 

HIGH  CONSTRUCTION  COSTS  FOR  AHD-SPEED  RAIL 

•  Building  mid-speed  rail  to  run  at  125,  let  alone  ISO  mph,  involves  much  more  than  buying 
a  few  trainsets.  Roadbed,  tracks,  curvature,  signaling  and  communications,  electrification, 
grade  crossings,  and  safety  barriers  must  all  be  modernized  and  upgraded,  sometimes  in  the 
middle  of  active  rail  operations. 

•  Incremental  upgrades  with  mid-speed  is  cost-effective  for  some  corridors,  like  the 
Northeast  Corridor,  where  significant  upgrades  have  already  occurred. 

-  Mid-speed  rail  makes  economic  sense  where  long-existent  urban  development,  high 
land  prices,  or  broken  terrain  make  the  acquisition  of  dedicated  and  straight  right-of- 
way  for  high  speed  rail  difficult  or  cost  prohibitive. 

-  Incremental  upgrades  with  mid-speed  rail  may  be  cost-effective  when  existing  rights-of- 
way  have  already  undergone  significant  modernization,  as  in  the  Northeast  Corridor.^ 

•  On  the  other  hand,  when  corridors  have  not  undergone  significant  modernization  or  prior 
electrification  (such  as  in  Texas),  mid-speed  rail  becomes  a  substantial  investment  of  time 
and  money  to  create  a  transportation  mode  which  stops  short  of  being  competitive  with 
jet  aircraft. 

-  The  Texas  Turnpike  Authority  study  indicates  that  a  mid-speed  system,  on  existing  rights- 
of-way,  for  the  entire  Texas  Triangle  would  require  686  miles  (compared  to  618  miles  for 


'^AA,  *Lcng-Tmn  Availability  of  Adequate  Aiipott  Syaan  Capacity.*    As  mentioaed  earlier,  US.Air  Chairman  Edwin  Colodny  has  called  for  a 

X,  7/25/89. 
t  high  ipeed  tail  is  a  oaat-efleclive  ciioioe 


grcaler  use  of  high  speed  rail  and  intermodal  conncctjons  in  airport  planning  and  developmenL  Aviation  Daily.  7/23/89. 
s^Texas  Triangle  High  Speed  Rail  Study,'  Texas  Turnpike  Authority,  1989.  The  tame  study  mdicaies  (hat  h 


forTexaa. 

'"Some  estimates  place  the  total  figure  for  modemizatioa  of  the  NEC  at  $4.3  biUion. 
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high  speed  rail)  and  would  cost  78%  of  high  speed  rail.   It  could  even  cost  as  much  as 
16%  more  than  high  speed  rail  If  built  on  a  dedicated  right-of-way.*^ 

•  Attempts  to  upgrade  mid-speed  rail  beyond  125  mph,  on  existing  right-of-way,  will  often 
require  a  second  round  of  expensive  capital  spending. 

-  Mid-speed  rail  would  require  the  acquisition  of  significant  amounts  of  new  rights-of-way 
for  curve  flattening,  at  substantially  higher  cost  and  difficulty  in  later  years. 

-  Signaling  upgrades,  electrification,  concrete  barriers,  and  total  grade  separation  will  be 
required  to  reach  speeds  beyond  125  mph. 

•  Given  the  lower  costs,  at  present,  of  building  high  speed  right-of-way  in  Texas,  as  well  as 
the  rudimentary  sUte  of  existing  right-of-way  (including  the  lack  of  electrification),  an 
incremental  strategy  based  on  mid-speed  rail  is  not  cost-cflective  in  Texas.^ 

-  In  Texas,  the  construction  costs  of  mid-speed  rail  would  be  nearly  as  much  as  the  cost  of 
building  high  speed  right-of-way  fiom  the  outset,  and  yet  would  provide  none  of  the  best 
benefits  of  high  speed  rail." 

INSUFFICIENT  RIDERSHIP  FOR  AODSPEED  RAIL 

•  Although  estimates  can  be  highly  variable  (depending  upon  the  amount  of  existing  right-of-way 
used  and  curve  flattening  carried  out),  mid-snecd  rail's  total  transport  time  would  not  be 
suflicientiv  competitive  with  intercity  airline  traffic  to  attract  ridership.  even  if  it  proved 
possible  to  run  mid-speed  rail  on  existing  right-of-way  at  125  mph. 

-  Chart  1  (attached)  provides  some  rough  estimates  of  total  transport  times,  fi^om  Dallas  to 
Houston.  Mid-speed  rail  would  require  from  209  to  244  minutes,  anywhere  from  9-69 
minutes  longer  than  total  transport  time  by  air. 

-  Mid-speed  rail  on  existing  right-of-way  would  also,  more  than  hkely,  cut  frequency  of 
service,  if  the  number  of  trainsets  were  not  significandy  increased,  from  a  TGV  peak 
service  of  every  15  minutes  to  a  mid-speed  peak  service,  perhaps,  of  one  every  30  minutes 
or  longer.  (Southwest  Airlines  maintains  a  peak-hour  schedule  of  a  flight  about  every  15 
minutes.)'^ 

•  In  Texas,  mid-speed  rail's  shortfall  in  transport  time  and  frequency  is  the  difference 
between  profit  and  failure.  It  is  unhkely  that  Texas  mid-speed  rail  would  ever  pay  off 
construction  costs  or  build  ridership  to  the  point  that  it  could  lead  incrementally  to  a  high  speed 
system,  as  might  be  possible  in  other  corridors. 

I  do  not  think  it  is  an  accident  that  Mr.  Kelleher  supports  the  development  of  mid-speed  rail  The 
construction  of  mid-speed  rail  in  Texas,  as  an  alternative  to  high  speed  rail,  would  guarantee  that  the  rail 
which  is  built  will  not  be  able  to  equal  or  better  the  total  transport  times  of  intercity  airline  service. 
specifically  Southwest  Airlines. 


^TexM  Triangle  High  Speed  Rail  Study/  Texas  Tunipike  Authnity,  1989,  Section  VI,  pp.  9-10. 

Kemictb  Mead  of  the  GAO  testified  befon  your  commitlee  that  incremental  approacfaa  building  on  exiating  rail  infiastnicture  would  allow  i 
up  to  1 30  mph  al  the  lowest  capital  cost.  The  dau  oo  the  Texu  ccnidon  do  not  support  ttm  oaaduaian,  at  least  for  Texa*.  Givcsi  that  incnmcnlal 
movement  to  a  true  high  speed  rail  would  require  two  fxMmds  of  capital  spending  on  a  nidimesitary  right-of-way,  the  Texaa  Turnpike  Aulbority 
goncluded  that  the  incnmenlal  phase  of  mid-ipeed  rail  is  not  oo(t<ffective  in  Texas. 

''See  the  cost  comparison  in  the  testimony  of  Kenneth  Mead  of  the  OAO,  before  Congressman  Can^  Transportation  Suboamniittee  on  Match  16, 
1993.  He  testified  that  mid-speed  rail  on  existing  rightH>f-way  can  cost  6an  $2  million  to  SIO  million  per  mile.  The  data  on  Texu  provided  by  the 
Texas  Turnpike  Authority  study  indicates  that  mid^peed  rail,  in  Texas,  would  be  at  the  upper  end  of  the  coat  range  if  service  from  100-150  mph  ii 
going  to  be  provided. 

See,  for  instance,  the  eslimairs  on  fivquency  of  service  for  mid-ipeed  rail  in  In  Pursuit  of  Speed* 
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•  Certainly,  Mr.  Kelleher's  advisers  have  had  an  opportunity  to  examine  tbe  Texas  Tunq>ike 
Authority's  report  and  "In  Pursuit  of  Speed,"  both  of  which  contain  data  relating  to  transport 
times  for  mid-speed  rail. 

•  Mid-speed  rail  in  Teias  would  assure  Southwest  of  continued  dominance  in  intercitv 
travel  in  the  Texas  Triangle,  for  another  ten  to  twenty  years,  if  not  longer. 

Mr.  Kelleher  is  worried  about  more  than  Texas, 

•  Southwest  has  specialized  in  low-fare,  point-to-point  intercity  service — the  same  travel 
market  as  high  speed  raiL 

•  Four  major  markets  for  Southwest  are  also  prime  corridors  for  high  speed  rail:  Texas, 
California.  Illinois,  and  Michigan. 

•  The  success  of  high  speed  rail  in  Texas  will  undoubtedly  accelerate  high  speed  rail 
projects  in  these  other  states. 

Mr.  Kelleher  has  portrayed  this  as  a  story  of  tbe  need  to  protect  the  American  airline  industry  from  an 
unprofitable  venture  in  rail.  It  is  more  likely  that  this  is  the  story  of  an  established  transportation 
carrier.  Southwest  Airlines,  protecting  its  dominant  position  in  intercitv  travel  bv  trying  to  stop  the 
entry  of  a  new,  more  efficient,  and  more  competitive  carrier,  by  any  means  possible. 

16.  Mr.  Kelleher  leaves  out  the  most  important  issue;  ^^lat  will  we  do  if  high  speed 
rail  is  not  built? 

1  often  tell  people  in  Texas,  look  around  you  the  next  time  you  are  driving  on  an  interstate,  then  double  or 
triple  the  cars  you  see.  Double  the  number  of  passengers  you  see  the  next  time  you  are  in  an  airport.  If 
current  estimates  are  correct,  that  is  what  Texans,  and  people  in  other  states,  will  &ce  in  their  primary 
intercity  corridors  in  the  next  twenty  years.  We  will  have  to  build  new  infrastructure  to  handle  the  increase 
in  travel  demand.  The  only  question  is:  what  kind  of  infrastructure  do  we  build? 

•  Do  we  continue  to  put  our  resources  in  only  two  modes  of  transportation,  highways  and 
airlines,  both  of  which  are  fast  reaching  their  limits  and  have  significant  hidden  costs  in 
land  use,  pollution,  noise,  and  oil  dependency? 

•  Or  do  we  build  a  new,  third  mode  of  transportation,  high  speed  rail,  which  complements 
the  first  two  and  extends  the  life  of  their  infrastructure  by  distributing  the  demands  of 
travelers? 

These  are  the  main  points  of  disagreement  I  have  with  Mr.  Kelleher's  testimony.  I  do  not  believe 
that  Mr.  Kelleher  represents  the  views  of  the  airline  industry  as  a  whole  or  even  the  views  of  most 
Texans.  In  a  recent  poll,  80%  of  the  Texans  surveyed,  who  gave  an  opinion,  wanted  a  high 
speed  rail  system  like  Texas  TGV  to  be  built'' 

I  recognize  that  an  incremental  approach  is  probably  the  best  approach  for  the  Northeast  Corridor 
and  others.  Studies  in  Texas  indicate,  however,  that  an  incremental  approach  with  existing 
right-of-way,  in  corridors  like  Texas,  will  probably  not  build  ridership  and  could  well  end 
up  costing  more  than  building  high  speed  rail  at  the  outset. 


'■mem  &  Asociucs.  Inc.  Ajiril,  1993. 
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In  its  efforts  to  improve  our  transportation  infrastructure,  I  wodd  hope  that  the  federal 
government  considers  the  differences  among  corridors  and  weighs  the  best  means  by  which  to 
enlist  private  industry  in  the  effort.  Whatever  stimulative  actions  Congress  and  the  Administration 
decide  to  take,  I  hope  they  are  carried  out  in  a  way  that  energizes  the  private  efforts  alreatfy 
undenvay. 

ISTEA  opened  a  new  era  in  American  transportation.  It  called  for  an  end  to  pitting  one 
transportation  technology  against  another  and  the  beginning  of  intermodal  transportation.  Those 
are  worthy  goals.  Judging  from  most  of  the  responses  that  Texas  TGV  receives,  the  majority  of 
Texans  agree.  I  hope  that  the  information  I  have  provided  assists  your  committee  in  its  woric 


Yours  truly, 

Larry  Saici 

Vice  Chairman,  Texas  TGV 
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CHART  1 

ROUGH  ESTIMATES  OF  TOTAL  TRANSPORT 

TIMES.  DALLAS  TO  HOUSTON 


Approximate  cab  travel  tiroes  were  obtained  from  taking  representative  cab  rides  in 
Houston  and  Dallas  and  averaging  the  times.  The  major  reason  for  differences  in  cab 
tunes  between  airlines  and  rai]  is  the  difference  in  distances  bom  the  central  business 
distncts  for  rail  terminals  (which  can  be  measured  in  blocks)  and  airports  (measured  in 
miles).  Driving  to  and  from  airports  generally  requires  driving  on  arterial  highways 
which  are  congested  during  peak  hours. 

Figures  for  airline  pre-boarding  check-in  obtained  from  Southwest  Airlines'  reservations 
representatives.  They  currently  recommend  a  pre-boarding  check-in  time  of  45  minutes 
for  Houston  Hobby  Airport  end  a  60  minute  check-in  at  Dallas  Love  Field  and  stress 
that  it  is  important  to  leave  at  least  that  time  to  allow  for  all  the  boarding  requirements 
and  receive  a  boarding  pass. 

Loading  times  for  airlines  and  rail  are  different  because  airlines  require  all  passengers 
to  board  at  one-time  through  one  entrance,  whereas  rail  systems  permit  passengers  to 
board  individually  and  at  several  points. 

Airports  are  larger  structures  than  railroad  terminals  and  require  a  longer  walking  time 
from  ticket  counter  to  gate  area.  Airports  have  to  be  buih  with  a  sizable  number  of 
gates  lined  up  along  a  concourse  (each  gate  big  enough  to  accommodate  an  aircraft 
parked  laterally),  in  order  to  accommodate  the  convergence  of  numerous  planes  at  once. 
High  speed  rail  terminals,  on  the  other  hand,  require  only  a  ticketing  and  administrative 
area,  coupled  to  a  platform  area  with  two  to  four  tracks  running  through  it  in  parallel 
hnes.  Dallas  Love  Field  and  Houston  Hobby  require  a  walking  distance  firom  two  to 
four  football  fields  long. 

The  times  for  mid-speed  rail  in  Texas  assume  the  use  of  existing  right-of-way  and 
sharing  right-of-way  with  freight  operations.  Transport  times  would  be  highly 
dependent  on  how  extensively  existing  right-of-way  is  rebuilt  (The  more  that  existing 
right-of-way  is  rebuilt,  the  more  expensive  the  mid-speed  system.) 
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COMPARISON 

PARIS-LYON 
(1982) 

DALLAS- 
HOUSTON 

DISTANCE 

265  MILES 

245  MILES 

CITY  POPULATION 

2.59  MILLION 

3.53  MILLION 
(1990) 

METRO. 
POPULATION 

9.68  MILLION 

8.98-9  23 

MILUON 

(1998) 

GAS  PRICES 

$1.50  gal. 

$1.1Sgal.  (1993) 

Estim.$1.30 

(1995) 

AUTO  TRIP  COST 

$71 

$62 
(1993) 

AIRLINE  COST 
(ONE  WAY) 

$88 

$79 
(1993) 

p.  29 


CHART  2: 

COMPARISON  OF  PARIS-LYON  CORRIDOR  WITH 

TEXAS  TGV  CORRIDOR 
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Tuesday,  March  23,  1993. 

COALITION  FOR  RECREATIONAL  TRAILS 

WITNESSES 

ROY  W.  MUTH,  CHAIR,  COALITION  FOR  RECREATIONAL  TRAILS 

ROB  DINGMAN,  VICE  CHAIR,  COALITION  FOR  RECREATIONAL  TRAILS 

Mr.  Carr.  Our  next  witnesses  are  Mr.  Roy  Muth  and  Mr.  Rob 
Dingman  of  the  Coalition  for  Recreational  Trails. 

Mr.  Muth.  Good  morning,  Mr.  Chairman.  Thank  you  for  this  op- 
portunity to  make  this  presentation  before  the  subcommittee. 

As  you  know,  the  National  Recreational  Trails  Fund  Act,  Title  I, 
Part  B  of  the  ISTEA  of  1991  established  the  National  Recreational 
Trails  Trust  Fund.  The  act  authorized  a  transfer  of  revenues  to  the 
trust  fund  from  the  Highway  Trust  Fund  in  amounts  which  corre- 
spond to  a  portion  of  receipts  from  non-highway  recreational  fuel 
taxes. 

The  Coalition  for  Recreational  Trails  was  formed  in  January 
1992  for  the  sole  purpose  of  ensuring  adequate  funding  for  the  Na- 
tional Recreational  Trails  Trust  Fund.  CRT's  members  are  primari- 
ly national  organizations,  now  numbering  25,  which  represent  the 
interests  of  trail  users,  both  non-motorized  recreationists  and  mo- 
torized recreationists.  A  membership  roster  is  attached  to  my  state- 
ment. 

I  would  like  to  point  out,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  we  have  such  di- 
verse organizations  as  the  American  Hiking  Society,  the  American 
Motorcyclists  Association,  National  Recreation  and  Park  Associa- 
tion. I  am  trying  to  describe  that  it  is  a  very  broad-based  organiza- 
tion. 

The  authorization  legislation  sets  an  annual  limitation  on  obliga- 
tions of  $30  million  for  fiscal  years  1992  through  1997.  In  fiscal 
year  1992,  no  funds  were  appropriated;  in  fiscal  year  1993,  only 
$7.5  million  was  appropriated.  Therefore,  of  the  potential  $60  mil- 
lion that  could  have  been  used  on  trails  projects,  currently  only 
$7.5  million  is  available.  We  consider  that  to  be  a  $52.5  million 
shortfall. 

An  ongoing  CRT  survey,  which  has  produced  responses  from  30 
States  and  the  District  of  Columbia  to  date,  indicates  a  need  for 
funding  current  trail  projects  totalling  $322.4  million.  As  an  exam- 
ple, the  Michigan  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  in  addition  to 
identifying  projects  with  funding  needs  totalling  $1,810  million  re- 
ported the  following: 

"We  are  pleased  that  Michigan  received  more  dollars  for  this 
fiscal  year  than  any  other  State:  but  we  could  easily  spend  our 
$398,000  several  times  over.  Competition  for  these  funds  will  be 
fierce.  Existing  trails  on  State  and  local  lands  are  in  need  of  ren- 
ovation and  maintenance,  and  our  entire  allocation  could  easily  be 
used  for  this  purpose.  In  fact,  this  amount  and  more  could  be  used 
every  year  for  trail  maintenance,  leaving  nothing  for  new  trails. 
Yet,  the  State  and  local  units  are  pursuing  many  large  trail 
projects  and  could  use  our  entire  allocation  on  any  one  of  several 
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projects.  Also,  funds  are  needed  to  expand  appropriate  opportuni- 
ties for  motorized  off-road  vehicles  and  restore  and  protect  lands 
damaged  in  the  past  by  trail  use." 

The  same  need  was  expressed  in  their  response  by  the  Virginia 
Department  of  Conservation  and  Recreation,  which  described  over 
$1  million  in  unmet  trail  funding  needs.  That  response  also  includ- 
ed the  following: 

"Virginia  has  not  begun  accepting  applications  for  the  National 
Recreation  Trails  Act  program.  However,  we  have  received  inquir- 
ies from  numerous  agencies  and  organizations  for  a  variety  of 
projects.  We  estimate  that  there  are  at  lest  eight  projects  with  pro- 
posed funding  needs  of  over  $1  million  for  fiscal  year  1993.  We  be- 
lieve many  more  projects  will  surface  when  grant  packages  are 
mailed  this  spring." 

A  summary  of  all  the  responses  is  attached  to  this  statement. 

The  trail  systems  and  projects  that  would  be  developed  or  re- 
stored through  the  trails  trust  fund  will  have  significant  recre- 
ational and  environmental  value.  Equally  important  is  the  econom- 
ic impact  of  the  projects  funded  by  the  act.  These  projects  will  help 
create  new  jobs,  enhance  property  values,  expand  local  businesses, 
and  increase  local  tax  revenues. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  investment  in  these  vital  recreational  re- 
sources is  badly  needed.  We  urge  your  leadership  and  that  of  the  of 
the  subcommittee  in  providing  the  full  $30  million. 

I  would  be  happy  to  answer  any  questions  you  might  have. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Muth  follows:] 
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U.  S.  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 
APPROPRIATIONS  COMMITTEE 

Hearing  of  the  Subcommittee  on  Transportation 
March  23,  1993 

Testimony  of  Roy  W.  Muth,  Chair 
Coalition  for  Recreational  Trails 


Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  Subcommittee,  the  National  Recreational  Trails  Fund 
Act,  Title  I,  Part  B  of  the  Intermodal  Surface  Transportation  Efficiency  Act  of  1991 
(PLl  02-240),  established  the  National  Recreational  Trails  Trust  Fund.  The  act  authorized 
a  transfer  of  revenues  to  the  trust  fund  from  the  Highway  Trust  Fimd  in  amounts  which 
correspond  to  a  portion  of  receipts  from  nonhighway  recreational  fuel  taxes. 

The  Coalition  for  Recreational  Trails  (CRT)  was  formed  in  January  1992  for  the  sole 
purpose  of  ensuring  adequate  funding  for  the  National  Recreational  Trails  Trust  Fund. 
CRT's  members  are  primarily  national  organizations,  now  numbering  twenty-five,  which 
represent  the  interests  of  trail  users  —  both  nonmotorized  recreationists  and  motorized 
recreationists.   A  membership  roster  is  attached  to  this  statement. 

The  authorizing  legislation  sets  an  annual  limitation  on  obligations  of  $30  million  for  FY 
1992  through  FY  1997.  In  FY  1992,  no  funds  were  appropriated;  in  FY  1993,  only  $7.5 
million  was  appropriated.  Therefore,  of  the  potential  $60  million  that  could  have  been 
used  on  trails  projects,  currently  only  $7.5  million  is  available  ~  a  $52.5  million  shortfall. 

An  ongoing  CRT  survey,  which  has  produced  responses  from  30  states  and  the  District 
of  Columbia  to  date,  indicates  a  need  for  funding  current  trail  projects  totaling  $322.4 
million.  As  an  example,  the  Michigan  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  in  addition  to 
identifying  projects  with  funding  needs  totaling  $1,810,000,  reported  the  following: 

"We  are  pleased  that  Michigan  received  more  dollars  for  this  fiscal  year 
than  any  other  state:  but  we  could  easily  spend  our  $398,000  several  times 
over.  Competition  for  these  funds  will  be  fierce.  Existing  trails  on  state 
and  local  lands  are  in  dire  need  of  renovation  and  maintenance,  and  our 
entire  allocation  could  easily  be  used  for  this  purpose.  In  fact,  this  amount 
and  more  could  be  used  every  year  for  trail  maintenance,  leaving  nothing 
for  new  trails.  Yet,  the  state  and  local  units  are  pursuing  many  large  trail 
projects  and  could  use  our  entire  allocation  on  any  one  of  several  projects. 
Also,  funds  are  needed  to  expand  appropriate  opportunities  for  motorized 
off-road  vehicles  and  restore  and  protect  lands  damaged  in  the  past  by  trail 
use."' 
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The  same  need  was  expressed  in  their  response  by  the  Virginia  Department  of 
Conservation  and  Recreation  which  described  over  one  million  dollars  in  unmet  trail 
funding  needs.   That  response  also  included  the  following  text: 

"...Virginia  has  not  begun  accepting  applications  for  the  National  Recreation  Trails 
Act  program.  However,  we  have  received  inquiries  from  numerous  agencies  and 
organizations  for  a  variety  of  projects.  We  estimate  that  there  are  at  least  (8)  eight 
projects  with  proposed  funding  needs  of  over  $1,000,000  for  FY  '93.  We  believe 
many  more  projects  will  surface  when  grant  packages  are  mailed  this  spring."^ 

A  summary  of  all  the  responses  is  attached  to  this  statement. 

The  trail  systems  and  projects  that  would  be  developed  or  restored  through  the  trails 
trust  fund  will  have  significant  recreational  and  environmental  value.  Equally  important 
is  the  economic  impact  of  the  projects  funded  by  the  Act.  These  projects  will  help  create 
new  jobs,  enhance  property  values,  expand  local  businesses  and  increase  local  tax 
revenues. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  investment  in  these  vital  recreational  resources  is  badly  needed.  We 
urge  your  leadership  and  that  of  the  Subcommittee  in  providing  the  full  $30  million 
appropriation  for  the  National  Recreational  Trails  Trust  Fund. 

Thank  you. 


'  Source:  Letter  dated  January  29, 1993  from  Michael  D.  Moore,  Deputy  Director, 
Resource  Management,  Michigan  Department  of  Natural  Resources 

^  Source:  Letter  dated  February  19,  1993  from  Art  Buehler,  Director,  Division  of 
Planning  and  Recreation  Resources,  Virginia  Department  of  Conservation  and 
Recreation 
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Trail  Projects  Eligible  for  Funding  Under  the 
National  Recreational  Trails  Fund  Act 


Current  Funding  Needs 


Alaska  $   625,000 

Arizona  6,266,000 

California  30,000,000 

Colorado  5,417,332 

District  of  Columbia  1,200,000 

Delaware  30,000 

Florida  4,100,000 

Georgia  212,000 

Illinois  575,000 

Indiana  3,500,000 

Iowa  2,259,603 

Kansas  14,834,594 

Kentucky  512,096 

Maryland  1,109,500 

Michigan  1,810,000 

Minnesota  10,000,000 

Missouri  578,384 

New  Jersey  149,000,000 

New  York  2,500,000 

North  Carolina  8,781,000 

North  Dakota  2,255,665 

Ohio  670,270 

Oklahoma  182,850 

Oregon  156,000 

Pennsylvania  68,600,000 

South  Carolina  750,000 

Texas  3,150,000 

Vermont  1,000,000 

Virginia  1,000,000 

Wisconsin  1,116,500 

Wyoming  225,000 

TOTAL  $322,416,794 


NOTE:   Individual  state  data  is  available  from  the  Coalition  for 
Recreational  Trails  on  request. 

Coalition  for  Recreational  Trails 

Suite  310 

3975  University  Drive 

Fairfax,  Virginia  22030 

Tel:   (703)  273-9606 

Fax:   (703)  273-9271 
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Coalition  for  Recreational  Trails 

Membership  Roster 

National 


American  Hiking  Society 

P.O.  Box  20160 

Washington,  D.C.   20041-2160 

Tel:   (703)  385-3252 

Fax:   (703)  754-9008 

Ms.  Susan  A.  Henley 

Executive  Director 

American  Horse  Council 
1700  K  Street,  N.W. 
Washington,  D.C.   20006 
Tel:   (202)  296-4031 
Fax:   (202)  296-1970 
Mrs.  Amy  W.  Mann 
Director  of  Sport  and 
Recreation 

American  Motorcyclist 

Association 
1225  Eye  Street,  N.W.  #560 
Washington,  D.C.   20005 
Tel:   (202)  682-4750 
Fax:   (202)  789-0406 
Mr.  James  Bensberg 
Washington  Representative 

American  Recreation  Coalition 
1331  Pennsylvania  Ave.,  N.W. 
Suite  #726 

D.C.   20004 

662-7420 

662-7424 

A.  Crandall 


Washington, 
Tel:  (202) 
Fax:  (202) 
Mr.  Derrick 
President 


American  Trails 

c/o  Montana  Division  of  Fish, 
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Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you  for  your  testimony. 

I  was  looking  over  your  chart  that  you  submited  on  the  current 
funding  needs.  Who  compiled  that  list? 

Mr.  MuTH.  I  did,  sir. 

Mr.  Carr.  How  did  you  do  that? 

Mr.  MuTH.  I  wrote  to  the  points  of  contact  that  were  identified 
by  the  Federal  Highway  Administration  as  administering  the  pro- 
grams in  each  State  and  asked  them  to  submit  that  data.  Those  are 
the  letters  that  I  am  providing  to  the  staff. 

Mr.  Carr.  Would  it  have  been  a  different  person  in  each  State? 
For  instance,  in  one  State  could  it  have  been  the  transportation  di- 
rector and  in  another  State  the  D&R  director? 

Mr.  MuTH.  Yes. 

Mr.  Carr.  Which  States  were  not  transportation  directors?  Can 
you  identify  those? 

Mr.  MuTH.  It  will  be  a  little  tedious,  sir,  but  I  think  we  can  go 
through  the  letters  if  you're  interested  and  give  you  a  sampling. 

Mr.  Carr.  If  you  would  do  it  for  the  record,  I  am  quite  interested 
in  how  this  list  was  compiled  because  just  looking  it  over  here,  the 
ninth  largest  state  in  the  Nation,  New  Jersey,  says  that  it  has  40 
percent  of  the  needs  of  the  entire  country.  That  is  a  rather  as- 
tounding figure. 

The  largest  State  in  the  Nation,  California,  is  at  $30  million.  New 
York  is  at  $2.5  million,  Texas  at  $3.15  million;  and  New  Jersey  is  at 
$149  million? 

What  are  they  going  to  do  with  $149  million? 

Mr.  MuTH.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  have  to  go  back  and  refresh 
my  memory  on  the  response  from  New  Jersey.  I  have  in  some  cases 
just  received  a  letter  that  said  that  they  needed  X  amount  of 
money  without  amplification  of  what  those  various  projects  con- 
cern. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  we  asked  that  the  States  identify  specific 
projects  and  put  a  dollar  value  with  each  one.  I  would  probably  be 
able  to  give  you  a  much  more  satisfactory  answer. 

Mr.  Carr.  Just  looking  over  the  list — it  is  yours  to  tell  us  what 
you  did,  but  when  you  have  New  Jersey  at  $149  million  and  you 
have  Pennsylvania  at  $68  million  and  then  California  at  $30  mil- 
lion, and  then  they  all  trail  off  into  seven  digits  with  the  exception 
of  Kansas.  What  are  they  doing  in  Kansas? 

It  seems  intuitively  that  we  didn't  get  much  real  information 
from  your  survey. 

Mr.  DiNGMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  The  National  Recreational  Trails 
Fund  Act  calls  for  the  governor  of  each  State  to  designate  an 
agency  to  administer  the  program  in  the  State.  By  and  large,  most 
governors  have  appointed  the  D&R  or  a  like  agency.  In  some  in- 
stances, they  have  chosen  the  Department  of  Transportation. 

To  answer  your  question,  we  can  provide  the  list  prepared  by  the 
Federal  Highway  Administration.  'Those  are  the  agencies  that  we 
went  out  to  for  the  survey  tot  ask  what  their  needs  are. 

In  some  instances,  their  needs  are  kind  of  arbitrary  because  they 
don't  know.  But  reading  from  the  New  Jersey  letter,  I  can  tell  you 
that  for  this  fiscal  year  alone.  New  Jersey  DOT  received  220  pro- 
posals of  $155  million  for  approximately  $6  million  available.  A  re- 
quest for  funding  from  the  New  Jersey  State  Park  Service  alone  to- 
talled over  $7  million.  A  State  trails  inventory  of  almost  100  trails 
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and  trail  systems  has  revealed  a  great  need  for  signage,  parking  lot 
construction,  erosion  control  measures,  informational  brochures  on 
trails  and  trail  etiquette,  conversion  of  trails  to  be  made  accessible 
for  the  disabled  under  the  guidelines  of  the  American  with  Disabil- 
ities Act,  and  acquisition  of  land  for  new  trails  or  trail  facilities. 

New  Jersey's  $124,000  in  fiscal  year  1992  will  be  far  short  of  get- 
ting close  to  the  trail  needs  in  our  State. 

It  is  hard  to  say  whether  other  States  have  just  underestimated 
what  their  needs  are.  All  we  have  to  go  on  is  what  States  tell  us 
their  needs  are.  Clearly,  there  are  needs  out  there.  That  is  all  we're 
trying  to  point  out  with  the  survey,  not  that  New  Jersey  has  more 
needs  than  another  State.  We're  just  trying  to  point  out  that  some 
States  feel  that  they  can  spend  the  entire  allocation  that  is  allotted 
for  the  entire  program  nationwide. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  just  have  to  tell  you  that  your  association,  as  young 
as  it  is,  might  go  back  to  the  drawing  board  and  try  to  put  some- 
thing together  that  has  a  little  more  meat  to  it  instead  of  just 
asking  people  what  they  want. 

I  can  ask  people  what  they  want  and  it  would  be  in  the  billions. 
Frankly,  that  doesn't  help  the  committee. 

Can  you  imagine  what  our  friends  in  the  media  would  say  if  we 
were  taking  highway  trust  fund  money  to  finance  trail  etiquette  in 
New  Jersey?  It  just  doesn't  compute. 

I  don't  think  you  and  your  association,  in  terms  of  credibility 
with  this  committee,  if  you  want  to  get  into  the  business  of  for- 
warding a  grab  bag  of  whatever  throughout  the  country — I  think 
until  we  get  more  solid  information  on  what  we're  being  asked  to 
fund,  we're  simply  not  going  to  fund  very  much. 

With  all  due  respect  to  our  friends  on  the  authorizing  committee, 
we  have  to  come  up  with  real  things  here,  not  things  that  are  as 
ridiculous  as  trail  etiquette.  I  don't  think  for  a  minute  that  you 
buy  that,  but  I  think  you  need  to  go  back  to  your  membership  and 
go  back  to  some  of  these  States. 

In  the  focus  of  this  committee  being  transportation,  it  would 
appear  that  perhaps  recreation  as  transportation  is  blurring  the 
focus.  It  might  be  that  the  Interior  Subcommittee  might  be  the 
more  appropriate  place  to  fund  these  kinds  of  things.  I  know  there 
are  needs.  We  have  national  parks  throughout  the  country  which 
suffer  because  of  egress  from  the  park  area.  They  don't  seem  to 
rank  very  high  on  State  highway  lists. 

I  must  say  in  all  candor  that  unless  we  know  exactly  what  this 
money  is  going  for,  there  is  probably  very  little  prospect  that  we 
are  going  to  be  able  to  improve  on  what  we  did  last  year. 

Mr.  DiNGMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  to  put  into  focus  why  we  are  look- 
ing for  transportation  money  in  this  fund,  the  National  Recreation- 
al Trails  Fund  Act  applies  the  same  user-pay,  user-benefit  principle 
that  is  the  essence  of  the  Highway  Trust  Fund  to  recreational 
trails  in  that  recreational  trail  users  are  burning  fuel  off-highway 
in  their  motorcycles,  et  cetera.  They  currently  receive  no  benefit 
from  the  highway  trust  fund  unless  there  is  funding  from  the 
Highway  Trust  Fund  into  the  National  Recreational  Trails  Trust 
Fund. 

The  $30  million  limitation  on  obligations  is  well  short  of  what  is 
actually  attributable  to  those  non-highway  sources. 
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Mr.  Carr.  Well,  there  are  a  lot  of  people  who  mow  their  lawns 
and  pay  a  highway  tax. 

Mr.  DiNGMAN.  That  actually  goes  to  wetlands  now. 

Mr.  Carr.  Not  my  lawn  mower.  I  get  it  at  the  gas  station.  I  am 
paying  a  highway  tax  to  mow  my  lawn.  There  is  a  lot  of  justifica- 
tions there. 

Thank  you  for  your  testimony.  We  look  forward  to  working  with 
you  in  the  future. 

Mr.  DeLay? 

Mr.  DeLay.  What  is  volksports? 

Mr.  MuTH.  It  is  a  hiking  club  type  of  activity.  I  think  it  was 
transported  over  from  Germany,  if  I  am  not  mistaken. 

Mr.  DeLay.  It  sounded  almost  like  Volkswagen.  [Laughter.] 

You  said  something  about  compliance  with  the  ADA.  Do  you 
have  any  studies,  figures,  or  forecasts  of  what  the  ADA  is  going  to 
do  to  our  national  trails  system  with  regards  to  obligations  and 
what  kinds  of  renovations  or  remodeling  we  will  have  to  do? 

Mr.  MuTH.  I'm  not  aware  of  any,  sir. 

Mr.  DiNGMAN.  We  don't  have  any  kind  of  prediction  of  that.  The 
Federal  Highway  Administration  is  really  going  out  of  their  way  in 
implementing  this  to  assure  that  the  disabled  interests  are  repre- 
sented. The  authorizing  legislation  did  not  call  for  a  disabled 
member  of  the  National  Recreational  Trails  Advisory  Committee, 
but  FHwA  saw  the  need  and  felt  the  need  to  add  someone  with  dis- 
abilities onto  that  advisory  committee.  Many  States  are  doing  that 
as  well. 

But  to  forecast  how  that  is  going  to  impact  our  trail  system,  we 
don't  know. 

Mr.  DeLay.  Will  we  know? 

Mr.  DiNGMAN.  The  Federal  Highway  Administration  may  be  able 
to  come  up  with  some  kind  of  data.  When  we  go  to  the  States, 
we're  going  to  get  the  same  kind  of  information  with  this  study, 
that  is  difficult  to  standardize. 

Mr.  DeLay.  I  think  this  committee  has  already  been  shown, 
through  the  leadership  of  our  chairman,  that  we  are  very  interest- 
ed in  what  kind  of  obligations  we  are  setting  ourselves  up  for  in 
the  out-years.  I  think  it  is  something  that  we  ought  to  watch  as  we 
expand  the  trust  fund  money  into  the  trails  area.  Are  we  also  ex- 
panding our  obligations  in  the  out-years  when  the  disabled  commu- 
nity comes  back  for  renovations  of  trails  that  may  be  created? 

Also,  are  most  of  the  needs  on  this  chart  national  parks  or  all 
parks? 

Mr.  MuTH.  It's  all  trails,  all  varieties. 

Mr.  DeLay.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  MuTH.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  didn't  come  here  to  mislead  you  or 
overstate  the  need  of  the  trails  community,  believe  me.  I  wanted  to 
illustrate  that  there  is  a  tremendous  need,  especially  in  the  mainte- 
nance area  to  get  this  work  done  and  $30  million  will  barely 
scratch  the  surface.  I  can  assure  you  of  that. 

I  think  when  your  staff  has  a  chance  to  go  through  some  of  these 
responses  that  detail  specific  projects,  that  will  become  very  clear. 
If  I  gave  you  any  other  impression,  I  would  apologize. 

Mr.  Carr.  No  apology  is  necessary.  I  am  just  saying  that  you  did 
a  neat  survey  that  had  some  rather  aberrant  results.  As  a  result,  it 
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causes  us  to  think  about  how  credible  the  entire  list  is.  Perhaps 
working  with  you  in  the  future  we  can  get  a  better  handle  on  what 
we're  talking  about. 

Thank  you  for  being  here. 

There  being  no  other  business  before  the  committee  today,  we 
will  adjourn  until  9:00  a.m.  tomorrow. 
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Wednesday,  March  24,  1993. 

LAFAYETTE  RAILROAD  RELOCATION  PROJECT 

WITNESSES 

HON.  JOHN  MYERS,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE 

OF  INDIANA 
JAMES  F.  RIEHLE,  MAYOR,  CITY  OF  LAFAYETTE,  INDIANA 
LIZ  SOLBERG,  PROJECT  MANAGER,  LAFAYETTE  RAILROAD  RELOCATION 

PROJECT 

Opening  Remarks 

Mr.  Carr.  We  will  call  this  meeting  of  the  Transportation  Appro- 
priations Subcommittee  to  order.  I  welcome  you  all  here  today. 

Today  we  will  hear  testimony  by  public  witnesses,  people  from 
around  the  country  who  benefit  from  various  transportation  pro- 
grams and  have  some  advice  for  the  Committee. 

We  will  call  as  our  first  witness,  our  good  friend  and  colleague  on 
the  Committee,  Congressman  John  Myers  of  Indiana,  for  purposes 
of  an  introduction. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

We  have  a  great  number  of  people  here  with  us  from  the  Lafay- 
ette Chamber  of  Commerce. 

One  of  the  nice  things  about  this  project  is  that  it  has  bipartisan. 
State,  county,  and  city  support.  This  one  is  certainly  not  a  divided 
issue. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  present  Jim  Riehle,  the  mayor  of  Lafayette,  who 
has  been  mayor  for  20  years.  With  him  is  Liz  Solberg,  the  manager 
of  the  Lafayette  Relocation  Project.  This  project  has  been  before 
this  committee  for  a  good  many  years  and  it  is  certainly  no  strang- 
er. But  in  the  interest  of  time,  I  will  let  the  mayor  and  Liz  make 
their  presentation. 

Mr.  Carr.  Mayor,  welcome.  We  will  include  your  statement  in 
the  record  and  you  may  summarize. 

Mayor  Riehle.  I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  review  the  testi- 
mony that  has  been  previously  submitted  to  the  committee. 

I  am  James  Riehle,  mayor  of  Lafayette,  Indiana.  We  have  a  rail- 
road relocation  project  that  has  been  ongoing  in  our  city  for  a 
number  of  years.  We  were  included  in  the  1973  Highway  Act,  sec- 
tion 163,  which  as  you  know  is  a  program  that  decreases  the  con- 
flict between  the  railroad  and  the  automobile  and  promotes  high- 
way safety.  Our  project,  when  completed,  will  eliminate  42  at  grade 
crossings. 

We  have  been  successful  and  received  support.  I  want  to  express 
my  appreciation  to  the  committee  and  to  Congressman  Myers  for 
the  strong  support  of  our  railroad  relocation  project. 
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We  have  proceeded  and  progressed  with  it  to  a  point  where  we 
have  completed  two  segments  of  our  railroad  relocation  project.  We 
have  two  under  construction.  We  have  another  phase  that  would  be 
completed  this  spring. 

We  are  here  this  morning  to  seek  your  support  and  appropria- 
tion of  $11.3  million  to  advance  our  fifth  and  final  stage.  As  I  men- 
tioned, once  completed,  we  will  have  eliminated  42  grade  crossings. 
We  experience  a  number  of  accidents  every  year  with  our  trains 
that  pass  through  the  city,  one  within  a  block  of  the  courthouse 
and  City  Hall  that  goes  right  down  the  middle  of  our  downtown 
district.  The  Norfolk  Southern  Rail  Line  that  has  two  main  line 
tracks,  transverses  our  city  in  the  northeast  to  southwest  direction. 

As  I  mentioned,  we  experience  a  number  of  accidents  every  year. 
With  this  project,  we  would  eliminate  those. 

We  are  very  proud  of  the  fact  that  we  have  included  the  public 
in  the  development  of  our  plan.  We  have  had  strong  community 
support  and  are  very  proud  of  the  fact  that  in  1981  we  received  an 
award  from  the  National  Endowment  of  the  Arts  and  the  United 
States  Department  of  Transportation  for  their  public  participation 
of  our  project. 

Here  today  we  have  the  mayor  of  West  Lafayette,  the  county 
commissioner,  the  president  of  the  Greater  Lafayette  Chamber  of 
Commerce,  and  the  president  of  Greater  Lafayette  Progress,  Incor- 
porated, an  economic  development  of  our  community.  We  are 
proud  of  the  fact  that  we  have  involved  the  public  in  our  project. 

But  as  we  have  moved  the  project  along,  of  course  without  the 
support  of  Congress  and  meeting  the  intent  of  Congress  on  section 
143  of  the  1973  Highway  Act,  we  would  not  be  where  we  are.  But 
our  plan  is  to  consolidate  two  successful  railroads  that  go  down  the 
middle  of  our  city.  We  will  relocate  these  two  railroads  in  a  corri- 
dor that  is  outlined  in  maroon  on  the  folder  that  we  included  with 
our  testimony.  I 

Again,  we  are  very  appreciative  of  the  support  we  have  received 
from  Congress  and  this  committee.  We  would  seek  your  support  in 
continuation  of  our  project  and  appropriation  of  funds  that  we  re- 
quested. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mayor  Riehle  follows:] 
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TESTIMONY  SUBMITTED  TO 

THE  UNITED  STATES  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  TRANSPORTATION 

of  the 

COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 


by 

Mayor  James  F.  Riehle 

City  of  Lafayette,  Indiana 

March  24, 1993 


Summary  :  The  City  requests  FY  '94  funding  of  $11.3  million,  which  will 
create  187  jobs,  for  work  which  is  ready  for  bid-letting  to  advance  the  fifth  and 
final  segment  of  the  Lafayette  Railroad  Relocation  Project.  This  vital 
infrastructure  project  was  authorized  in  Section  163  of  the  Federal  Aid 
Highway  Act  of  1973  as  amended.  Environmental  approval  was  received  in 
1979  and  design  approval  in  1981.  Of  the  five  independently  useable 
segments,  the  first  and  second  are  complete;  the  third  and  fourth  (CSX 
Relocation)  are  under  construction.  A  total  of  42  at-grade  crossings  are 
eliminated  by  the  completed  project.  However,  the  substantial  benefits  of  the 
project  are  primarily  realized  with  the  elimination  of  24  at-grade  rail 
crossings  in  the  fifth  and  final  segment  (Norfolk  Southern  Relocation). 
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I  am  Jtunes  Riehle,  Mayor  of  Lafayette,  Indiana,  and  I  thank  you  for  the 
opportunity  to  present  testimony.  First,  I  would  like  to  express  my  thanks  to  the 
Members  of  the  Subcommittee  for  past  funding  which  has  facilitated  construc- 
tion of  four  of  the  five  segments  comprising  the  Lafayette  Railroad  Relocation 
Project.   Congressman  John  Myers  has  woiked  closely  with  the  City  in  reaching 
these  milestones.  This  vital  infirastructure  project  was  originally  authorized 
xmder  Section  163  of  the  Federal  Aid  Hi^way  Act  of  1973  as  amended.  I  come 
before  you  today  to  request  funding  to  advance  the  fifth  and  final  segment  which 
will  eliminate  24  at-grade  crossings  and  bring  the  project  total  to  42. 

If  you  will  open  the  brochure  (the  last  item  bound  into  the  testimony),  the 
project  becomes  clearer.  The  City  is  consolidating  the  Norfolk  Southern  and 
CSX  Transportation  tracks,  shown  in  gold,  into  a  single  new  corridor,  shown  in 
red.  Notice  the  CSX  tracks  actually  going  along  14  blocks  of  a  central  dty 
thoroughfare. 

With  35,000  students  attending  Purdue  University  across  the  Wabash  River 
in  West  Lafayette  and  significant  industrial  expansion  occurring  east  and  south 
of  Lafayette,  the  highway  traffic  conflict  with  trains  is  rapidly  accelerating. 

Ambulances,  fire  and  police  vehicles,  9  of  14  bus  routes  and  approxi- 
mately 13,000  vehicles  are  stopped  daily  by  trains.  There  are  12  to  16  accidents 
annually  (see  Exhibits  1  &  2).  The  present  track  location  also  depresses  the 
economic  potential  of  large  portions  of  the  central  dty  and  considerably  impedes 
the  flow  of  interstate  rail  commerce.  ' 

Our  ciurent  efforts  to  solve  this  crippling  situation  began  in  1969  and  the 
project  has  been  the  top  priority  of  my  administration  in  the  twenty-one  years  I 
have  been  Mayor.  Since  1976,  Railroad  Relocation  has  been  a  separate 
department  of  City  government  run  firugally  but  efifectively  by  just  three  fbll> 
time  employees  for  most  of  its  history.  In  1979  the  project  (^ce  was  established 

-1- 
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in  the  Big  Four  Depot  shown  on  the  brochure  which  is  being  restored  for  use  as 
an  intermodal  Amtrak  passenger  facility. 

Public  participation  has  been  the  guiding  force  for  the  City's  endeavors. 
The  quality  of  ovir  design  and  our  design  process  received  national  acclaim  in 
1981  when  the  Design  for  Transportation  National  Awards  Program,  co- 
sponsored  by  the  Department  of  Transportation  and  the  National  Endowment 
for  the  Arts,  selected  the  Lafayette  Railroad  Relocation  Project  to  receive  one  of 
only  17  awards  of  design  excellence  out  of  250  entries. 

We  are  proud  of  this  design  which  successfully  threads  a  new  rail 
corridor  through  an  existing  urban  area  in  a  way  that  has  evoked  broad  pubUc 
approval.  Let  me  introduce  those  who  are  here  today  in  support  of  the  project: 

Sonya  Margerum,  Mayor,  West  Lafayette 

Nola  Gentry,  President,  Tippecanoe  County  Commissioners 

Bob  Ford,  Chsdrman  Elect,  and 

Dan  Smith,  President,  Greater  Leiayette  Chamber  of  Commerce 

Bob  Whitsel,  President,  Greater  Lafayette  Progress 

and  then 

Jim  Backoff  (Bacikoff  Financial  Services) 

Tony  Benton  (Stuart  &  Branigin-Law) 

Joe  Bimibleburg  (Ball,  Eggleston,  Bumbleburg  &  McBride-Law) 

Jim  Carney  (J.  C.  Penney) 

Butch  Hancock  (PSI  Energy) 

Don  Hoist  (Don  Hoist  Travel) 

Dr.  Gary  Isom  (Purdue  University) 

Alan  Kemper  (Kemper  Farms) 

Pete  Kingma  (IBM) 

Dr.  John  Knote  (Diagnostic  Medical  Imaging) 

CeUa  Lovell  (Norfolk  Southern) 

Rick  McKinnon  (Subaru-Isuzu  Automotive) 

Lina  Reeves-Kemer  (BioAnalytical  Systems) 

Joe  Seaman  (President,  Bank  One) 

Jim  Shook  (The  Shook  Agency) 

LizSolberg  (City  of  Lafayette) 

Bert  Strain  (President,  First  Bank) 

Robert  Weeder  (Lafayette  Bank  &  Trust) 

representing  a  broad  range  of  interests  in  the  community. 
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The  project  has  had  the  continual  support  of  Indiana  governors  of  both 
political  parties  resulting  in  nine  state  grants  for  the  project.  And  railroad 
cooperation  has  been  outstanding  as  tangibly  evidenced  by  the  commitment  to 
donate  over  twenty  acres  of  central  dty  land. 

The  City  has  aggressively  obUgated  the  previous  federal  funds  you  have 

made  available  which  lead  to  a  number  of  recent  celebrations  (see  Exhibits  3-7): 

>  Twin  State  Road  26  bridges  across  the  Wabash  River  opened  last  May- 

Segment  #2  of  the  project. 

>  The  first  train  crossed  the  Segment  #3  rail  bridge  last  October. 

>  We  also  broke  ground  for  Segment  #4  construction 

>  And  began  land  acquisition  for  Segment  #5  last  year. 

The  City  is  requesting  funding  to  advance  the  fifth  and  final  segment  of 
the  project,  specifically:    $11.3  million  in  FY  '94  for  work  which  is  ready  for  bid- 
letting  (i.e.  reconstruction  of  Fifth  Street,  embankment  construction,  and 
bridges  over  Wabash  Avenue)  which  will  create  187  new  jobs.  Over  1400  jobs 
have  been  created  by  the  project  to  date. 

Over  two-thirds  of  the  rail  traffic  through  the  central  dty  is  csirried  on  the 
tracks  to  be  relocated  in  this  final  segment,  so  most  of  the  economic  benefits  are 
not  realized  until  the  project  has  been  completed.  To  halt  the  Lafayette  Railroad 
Relocation  Project  at  this  point  would  waste  the  large  investment  already  made 
and  would  deal  a  severe  blow  to  public  confidence  in  government  generally. 

Because  of  critical  safety,  infii^istructure,  and  economic  revitalization 
needs;  because  of  overwhelming  pubUc  support  and  two  decades  of  bi-partisan 
political  effort  at  the  local,  state,  and  federal  level;  and  because  of  a  proven 
record  of  accomplishment  through  four  segments  of  project  construction;  I 
respectfiilly  request  that  you  appropriate  funds  to  advance  the  fifth  and  final 
segment  of  the  Lafayette  Railroad  Relocation  Project.  Thank  you. 
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Exhibit  3 


By  I  urn  t^ampoe It/ Journal  and  Couner 

The  view  from  West  Lafayette:  Pedestrians  stream  over  the  Columbia  Street  bridge  (left)  and  the  South  Street  bridge  during 
Fridays  opening  festivities.  -.j3^-2v'7'U<3.<.^/^  S^-ya--)^ 

'A  new  generation  of  cooperation' 

Officials,  spectators,  protesters  all  have  their  say  about  bridges 


By  KELLY  ROTA 

Journal  and  Couner 

"Ain't  God  good  to  Indiana?" 

Hoosier  poet  William  Hers- 
chell  wrote  those  words  in 
1919.  West  Lafayette  Mayor 
Sonya  Margerum  borrowed 
them  Fnday  to  welcome  the 
crowd  of  happy  Hoosiers  cele- 
brating the  ribbon-catting 
ceremony  for  the  new  Indiana 
26  bridges. 

Under  picture-perfect  after- 
noon skies  and  arches  of  red, 
while  and  blue  balloons,  La- 
fayette Mayor  Jim  Riehle, 
Margerum  and  U,S.  Rep.  John 
Myers  cut  the  ribbon  on  the 
South  Street  bridge,  sym- 
bolically opening  the  new  slop- 
ing bridges  across  the  Wabash 
River. 

The  $15.2  million  bridges 
mark  the  completion  of  the 
second  phase  of  Lafayette's 
Railroad    Relocation    Project. 


For  photo  display  see  Page  A4 

designed  to  eliminate  42  rail 

crossings. 

Wearing     his     train- 
emblazoned   tie,   Riehle   called 

on   the   thousand   or  so  spec- 


tators who  gathered  on  the 
Columbia  Street  bridge  to  cel- 
ebrdte  "a  new  generation  of 
cooperation"  for  Lafayette  and 
West  Lafayette. 

Among  the  flag-waving 
frenzy  were  about  10  members 
from  St.  Mary's  Cub  Scouts 
troop,  and  two  busloads  of 
Klondike  Elementary  School 
second-  and  third-graders, 
sporting  T-shirts  that  read 
"Klondike  Under  Construc- 
tion." 

Second-grade  teacher  Vickie 
Pearl  said  the  135  students 
first  visited  the  bridges  while 
they  were  under  construction 
in  the  fall.  Now  they  can  se€ 
the  results,  she  said,  aa  they 
watch  their  school  go  through 
construction. 

Second-grader  Ashley  Put- 
nam celebrated  her  eighth 
birthday  during  her  class*  trip 


to  the  bridge.  She  said  it  was 
fun  to  be  there,  but,  "I  just 
hope  the  bridge  doesn't  fail 
down." 

Her  classmate.  Rachael 
Schlatter.  8,  said  the  bridges 
were  "pretty  cool,"  and  she 
wanted  to  see  the  balloons  re- 
leased in  the  air  and  the  rib- 
bon cut. 

A  handful  of  people  protested 
the  ceremony  and  the  money 
that  was  spent  to  build  the 
bridges. 

Rhonda  Taylor.  17.  of  La- 
fayette held  a  sign  that  read 
"Name  the  new  bridge  Worth- 
less." Robert  Johnson.  19,  car- 
ried a  sign  saying  "Damn  the 
bridge.  Support  the  People." 

They  said  the  money  would 
have  been  better  spent  on  the 
homeless  or  for  other  services 
that  residents  need. 

See  BRIDGES.  Page  A4 
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Exhibit  5 


THE  LAFAYETTE  LEADER 


LOCAL 


October  1,  1992 


Track's  open  over  Ninth  Street 


The  train  tracks  that 
run  along  Canal  Road 
have  been  serving  the 
community  since  the 
1850s. 

Last  week,  those  old 
rails  were  retired,  and 
now  trains  are  running  on 
new  tracks  constructed  as 
part  of  the  Ninth  Street 
Underpass  segment  of  the 
Lafayette  Railroad  Relo- 
cation project. 

The  next  step  for 
Walsh  Construction  Com- 
pany of  Illinois,  the  prime 
contractor  for  this  seg- 
ment of  railroad  reloca- 
tion, is  to  remove  the  old 
rail  lines  and  complete 
the  excavation  for  the 
Ninth  Street  vehicle 
underpass.  Ninth  Street 
is  expected  to  open  to  traf- 
fic next  spring. 
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Mary  Jo  Carey/Lafayene  Leader 
The  AMTRAK  'Cardinal'  became  the  first  regularly  scheduled  train  to 
officially  to  use  the  new  CSX  railroad  bridge.  Ninth  Street  will  pass 
under  the  tracks. 
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Exhibit  6 


More  Railroad  Relocation  begins 


Mayor  Jim  ni«hl«  calls  the  fourth  o(  five  phatas  In  the  Raltroad 
Relocation  Projact  the  most  significant  because,  when  completed,  H  will 
allow  trains  to  move  through  the  dty  without  <nx>eslno  streets  The 
phase,  which  Includes  the  two  protects  described  here,  will  take  about 
three  years  to  complete  at  a  cost  of  SISJ  mlUlon. 
^ai»ju,^K.>^i.Mi»LlliJW! 


-KswraHcoiTklor 
"* '  Street  consUudton 
■  Tracks  to  be  remowad 
Existing  tracks 


Soutca   UiayWla  RaUnMd  RaUcaion 


av  Jofwi  MMang«  /  Journal  tnd  Counar 


No  one  mourns  5th  Street  tracks 


Krderal,  state,  wunty,  city  and  CSX 
railroad  ofTidals  joined  with  LafayeUe- 
arua  reaidentA  at  the  Toot  of  the  Hbtt- 
iM)n  Bridge  on  Friday  for  the  grxHindb- 
naking  ^r  the  fourth  atage  of  the 
Itailroad  Relocation  Project. 

When  it  is  completed,  the  CSX  Rail- 
rxiad  will  be  gone  from  Fifth  Street  for 
(he  first  time  since  the  16408. 

Forty  guests  sat  on  a  flatbed  railroad 
cur  pulled  by  a  yellow,  gray  and  blue 
CSX  engine  widi  a  cabocme  behind. 
Patriotic  bunting  drapped  the  flatbed. 
iind  Beveral  hundred  people  applauded 
;ind  blew  wooden  whistles. 

Young  and  old  were  on  hand: 

•  *This  is  really  nice,"  said  BeT>jie 
l^Guire.  14.  of  601  Madison  Sl  "We 
won't  have  traffic  stopped  by  trains.* 

•  "I  just  love  this,  it's  wonderful,' 
.said  (Wl  Bingham.  75,  of  102  Cam- 
bridge Estates,  "^v  sister  and  1  were 
bom  and  practically  raised  along  the 
railroad  tracks.  A  lot  of  people  have 
Iteen  stopped  by  these  trains.  You 
know,  our  bosses  practically  didn't 
want  to  take  us'  because  of  railroad 
delays  on  Uie  way  to  work. 

A.  Crane  Jones  Jr..  a  retired  vice 
president  with  CSX.  said  trains  passing 
through  Lafayette  cross  traffic  at  42 
locations  and  run  along  14  Uocks  of 


Fifth  Street. 

"It  took  an  awfiil  lot  of  patience  with 
our  railroads  to  put  up  with  this  for  so 
many  years,"  he  said- 
He  said  the  Lafayette  community 
was  different  than  others  with  similar 
problems. 

'You  didn't  just  talk  about  it,  3^00  set 
about  doing  something  about  it,"  he 
said.  "T^ayor  (Jim)  Riehle  has  been  a 
tremendous  leader  and  guider," 

Among  those  joining  Jones  and 
Riehle  at  the  ceremonies  were  Rep. 
John  Myers,  R-lnd.,  and  Sen.  Dan 
CoaU.  R-Ind. 

Coats  credited  Myers'  work  on  the 
project  at  the  federal  level. 

This  project  wouldn't  have  succeeded 
without  John  shepherding  this  through 
Congress."  Coats  said. 

Some  of  those  at  the  ceremony  Fri- 
day have  followed  the  project  for  more 
than  20  years,  such  as  Richard  Cns- 
aiulli  of  the  Federal  Railroad  Adminis- 
tration in  Washington.  DC. 


Mks 

H 

i^^g 

iiP^iHif^ 

n 

^^P 

-      Ei 

^^^^1 

^^^HQr^ '->"'' r  <  ' 

m 

By  Tom  CamptMfJoumal  and  Courter 

CSX  railroad  anglnear  Dava  Randolph  nwy  have  had  the  twst  seal  for 

CrisafulU  said  Lafayette  was  one  of  Friday's  relocation  cofemony,  held  on  the  Fifth  Street  tracks  between  Salem 

18  cities  named  demonstration  railroad  gnd  Union  Streets. 
relocation  projects.  Some  of  the  smaller 

ones  are  finished,  he  said.  Others  are  of  a  very  competent  dty  adminiHtratioa.       There  are  accidents,  aerioua  iiyuries 

notaslaralongaaUfayette.  support  from  the  public  and  support    and  sometimes  death  at  these  crossings 

-Other    cities    have    not    had    the  from  people  in  Congress, 

momentum  and  succeeded  as  Ufayette  Safety  wUl  win  out  when  aU  the  work    ^^^^   ^^"'     "*"    ^^-      '"*    "it'oiate 

has,"  he  said.  It's  a  combination  here  is  done,  Riehle  said.                                     purpose  of  the  project  is  safety." 


Groundbreaking  will  live  in  the  history  books 


By  BOB  KRIEBEL 

Journal  vdCourWf 

Historic  moments  in  LaEsy- 
elte  railroading  are  raiB.  But 
Friday's  groundbreaking  for 
the  next  part  of  the  city's  vast 
Railroad  Relocation  Project 
was  one  of  'em. 

Put  it  in  the  books! 

The  railroads  came  to  I^- 
fayette  by  wagonloads  and 
steamboatloads  and  canal- 
boatloads  beginning  in  1&49. 
.ind  with  the  sweat  of  laboring 
men  with  shovels  and  picks 
and  axes,  and  grunting  teama 


"Hie  men  and  the  horses  and 
their  primitive  implements, 
with  a  minimum  of  steam- 
powered  machinery,  graded  the 
routes  and  sawed  and  laid  the 
crossties  and  built  and  tim- 
bered trestles  and  spiked  in 
the  rails  and  fit  the  wheels  of 
newly  arrived  cars  and  engines 
to  them. 

Most  of  the  original  rails 
came  from  foundries  in  Wales, 
reaching  Lafayette  by  Atlantic 
freighter,  the  Erie  and  the 
Wabash  ft  Erie  canals.  The 
rolling  stock  came  mostly  from 


eastern  U.S.  factories,  arriving 
by  steamboat  and  canal  boat. 
Trie  crossties  were  cut  from 
forests  along  the  route,  with 
preference  given  the  harder 
oak  and  aah  logs. 

One  of  the  great  ironies  in 
local  transportation  history  is 
that    the    slow-paced,    mule- 

Elodding  Wabash  &  Erie  Canal 
rought  to  Lafayette  the  rails 
and  machines  that  killed  it  as 
an  important  tranBportation 
vehicle.  Trains  were  far  faster, 
even  at  their  inaugural  20- 
mile-an-hour  gait,  than  the 
sleepwalking  canal  boats. 


The  railroad  from  Lafavette 
to  Indianapolis  opened  in 
December  1852.  The  tracks  to 
Crawfordsville  opened  in  Feb- 
ruary 1853. 

Shortly  these  lines  were  ex- 
tended north  and  northwest  to 
Michigan  City,  Lake  Michigan 
and  Chicago.  Later  in  the 
1850b,  rail  lines  leading 
northeast  to  Detroit  ana 
southwest  to  St.  Louis  opened. 

Ever  since,  these  railroads, 
under  a  variety  of  changing 
company  names  —  New  York 
Central,  CI&L,  Monon.  Wab- 
ash, Norfolk  &  Western,  and 


many  more  —  have  served 
Greater  Lafayette's  freight  and 
passenger  ne«ds  exactly  where 
they  were  fixed  in  the  ground 
in  the  "olden  days." 

Phase  4  of  Railroad  Reloca- 
tion, will,  in  due  time,  change 
all  that. 

All  the  old  tracks,  familiar  to 
generations  of  local  residents, 
will  be  grouped  along  a  new 
route  just  east  of  the  Wabash 
River,  separated  from  motor 
vehicle  traffic  entirely. 

That  will  be  another  historic 
day. 
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Mr.  Carr.  We  thank  you  very  much. 

Do  you  have  some  additional  testimony  before  I  ask  questions? 

Ms.  SoLBERG.  We  might  just  call  to  your  attention  the  brochure 
you  have  in  front  of  you  that  shows  the  five  independently  usable 
segments  the  project  has  been  divided  into.  It  is  the  fifth  and  final 
segment  shown  in  the  bold  that  is  the  focus  of  the  request.  There 
are  some  visual  images  on  the  back,  some  photographs  to  help  you 
see  what  is  happening  in  our  community.  You  see  the  train  the 
mayor  referred  literally  going  down  14  blocks  of  a  major  arterial  in 
the  center  of  our  city. 

Then  in  the  lower  picture  on  the  right  you  can  see  the  dilemma 
we  have  in  terms  of  being  stopped  at  two  different  locations.  Notice 
the  train  in  the  foreground  that  is  the  subject  of  the  fifth  and  final 
segment,  and  if  you  look  way  in  the  background  you  will  see  other 
cars  blocked  by  the  second  major  line  that  goes  through  the  com- 
munity. 

So  you  get  a  little  feeling  for  the  physical  challenge  that  we  are 
remedying,  with  the  help  of  the  subcommittee. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  thank  you. 

First,  I  want  to  congratulate  you  on  an  excellent  graphic.  A  lot  of 
what  we  do  in  this  Committee  deals  with  geography.  When  we  hear 
testimony  from  witnesses,  it  is  sometimes  hard  to  visualize  what  is 
actually  going  on,  but  this  makes  it  very  easy.  I  congratulate  your 
graphic  artist  and  your  planning  and  engineering  people  that  put 
this  together.  It  says  a  lot. 

I  also  notice  here  that  you  have  a  number  of  intersections  where 
the  train  tracks  appear  to  run  diagonally  across  the  intersection, 
meaning  that  it  blocks  traffic  in  both  directions.  This  would  appear 
to  pose  a  fairly  complex  traffic  management  problem. 

Mayor  Riehle.  It  does  indeed.  All  the  fire  stations  in  Lafayette 
have  been  sited  with  railroads  in  mind.  We  have  stations  on  both 
sides  of  the  track  so  in  the  event  all  the  crossings  are  blocked  by 
the  two  railroads,  we  can  still  get  a  fire  vehicle  or  an  emergency 
vehicle  to  the  scene.  And  that  happens  quite  frequently. 

We  benefit  from  the  fact  that  we  have  two  successful  railroads 
operating  in  our  community.  We  also  have  Amtrak  which  serves 
our  community.  But  still,  there  are  times  when  both  the  Norfolk 
Southern  and  the  CSX  trains  block  all  the  intersections  in  our  com- 
munity, so  the  city  planners  of  the  past  have  taken  that  into  con- 
sideration in  locating  the  firehouses. 

Mr.  Myers.  Amtrak  goes  right  down  the  middle  of  one  of  the 
streets. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  see  that  it  appears  to  do  that.  That  is  an  intimidat- 
ing photograph  there  on  the  back. 

Mayor  Riehle.  West  Lafayette  is  the  home  of  Purdue  University, 
and  9  months  out  of  the  year  we  have  around  35,000  students  in 
our  community  in  both  Lafayette  and  West  Lafayette  that  we  are 
pleased  to  have.  However,  with  the  increase  of  the  vehicular  traffic 
on  our  roads  and  streets,  the  conflict  between  the  automobile  and 
the  train  is  more  severe. 

Ms.  Solberg.  We  might  call  your  attention  to  Exhibit  No.  4  in 
the  testimony.  It  is  the  one  that  is  in  color  and  it  does  give  you  a 
photographic  representation  of  what  is  currently  going  on  with  the 
dollars  you  have  made  available  in  the  past. 
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You  will  see  a  new  S.R.  26  bridge  that  is  the  most  recent  seg- 
ment completed.  We  celebrated  last  May  the  opening  of  that 
bridge.  In  red,  you  can  see  where  the  new  rail  corridor  is  being  es- 
tablished through  the  center  of  the  city  conflict-free.  That  work  is 
underway  now  and  in  segment  5,  as  funding  comes  through,  we 
will  add  two  additional  tracks  to  that  corridor  to  complete  the  relo- 
cation process. 

We  do  note  that  our  five  independently  usable  segments  are  that, 
but  the  major  cost  benefits  that  we  have  been  working  on  all  these 
years  does  kick  in  with  the  completion  of  the  project,  24  of  the 
total  42  grade  crossings  are  eliminated  with  the  fifth  and  final  seg- 
ment. So  that  is  the  culminating  effort  to  relocate  the  Norfolk 
Southern  line,  which  is  the  heavy  freight  carrier  through  our  com- 
munity. 

Mr.  Carr.  How  many  train  movements  are  there  a  day? 

Ms.  SoLBERG.  It  varies  seasonally — 25,  30,  40 — in  that  range. 
These  are  very  long  trains  in  excess  of  100  cars.  We  have  seen  a 
great  increase  in  the  length  of  the  trains. 

Mayor  Riehle.  There  are  some  regularly  scheduled  trains,  and  of 
course  there  is  the  switching  movement  that  goes  on  all  the  time. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you  very  much.  We  appreciate  your  testimony. 

Mr.  Myers.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  for  the  Lafayette  group 
to  stand  up  and  be  recognized. 

They  paid  their  own  way  down  here,  so  at  least  we  can  recognize 
them. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  am  glad  to  have  you  all  here,  and  I  bet  you're  glad  to 
have  John  Myers  on  the  Appropriations  Committee. 

Mayor  Riehle.  Yes,  indeed.  We  have  good  support  both  from  the 
railroads  and  the  State  of  Indiana,  who  have  participated  in  the 
project  along  with  the  Federal  Government.  We  appreciate  Con- 
gressman Myers  very  much  and  your  consideration, 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you  very  much. 

[Responses  to  Hon.  Wolfs,  questions  follow:] 
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Big  Four  Depot 

10  South  2nd  Strut 

Lafayettt,  Indiana 

47901-12:6 

3  J  7-742-8438 


May  5,  1993 


To: 


The  Honorable  John  Myers 


From:      City  of  Lafayette,  Indiana 

Re:  Responses  to  Written  Questions  Received  at 

Public  Hearings  of  the  Subcommittee  on  Transportation 
Committee  on  Appropriations,  U.  S.  House  of  Representatives 


1 .  Who:  organization  would  be  the  recipient  of  the  federal  fUnds  requested? 

City  of  Lafayette,  Indiana 

2.  How  much  money  are  you  requesting  from  this  subcommittee  for  FY  1994?  $11.3  rmlllOn 

3 .  What  will  these  funds  be  used  for? 

Lafayette  Railroad  Relocation  Project  -  Fifth  (and  final)  Segment 
(Fifth  Street  Reconstruction,  Embankment  Construction,  Bridges  over 
Wabash  Avenue) 

4.  Are  you  requesting  any  funds  for  non-construction  purposes?   No 

5 .  What  impact  does  this  project  have  on  our  national  transportation  network,  or  any  other  federal  purpose, 
which  would  justify  the  request  for  funds  from  this  subcommittee? 

Lafayette  Railroad  Relocation  Segment  #5  will  eliminate  24  at-grade 
rail  crossings  (bringing  the  overall  total  to  42)  which  impact  U.  S.  231, 
State  Road  26,  two  main  lines  of  the  Norfolk  Southern  Corporation,  and 
the  entire  central  city  vehicular  street  network  (see  testimony  and 
enclosed  project  brochure). 

6.  For  FY  1993 ,  what  is  the  total  amount  of  federal  funds  that  this  organization  received,  and  what  activities  were 
funded? 

Railroad  Relocation  received  $5,873,200  in  FY  '93  which  was  used  for 
Segment  #4-Depot  Plaza  and  Segment  #5  Engineering  and  Right-of-Way. 

7.  Has  the  project  received  federal  funds  in  prior  years?  In  what  fiscal  years  were  those  funds  received  and  in 
what  amounts? 

Segment  #5  of  the  Lafayette  Railroad  Relocation  Project  received 
$1,884,020  in  FY '92. 

8.  Will  you  be  seeking  additional  funds  from  this  subcommittee  for  this  project  in  the  future? 

Yes,  $26  million  to  finish  the  project 

9.  What  is  the  total  expected  cost  of  the  project?   $74  million 

What  percentage  of  total  cost  of  this  project  would  be  funded  by  the  federal  government? 

82%  is  the  estimate;  depends  on  final  mix  of  funds 

1 0.  How  much  state,  local,  or  private  funds  will  he  used  for  this  project? 

$13.3  million  of  local  and  state  are  expected  to  be  used  in  this  project. 


Printed  im  ReciJcUd  Riper 


304 

,11.         Are  you  seeking  funds  this  year  from  any  other  federal  source,  or  any  other  appropriations  subcommittee  for 
this  project,  or  for  any  other  project?   No 

12.  If  the  project  is  a  highway  project,  where  does  it  rank  on  the  state's  priority  list? 

Not  a  highway  project.  As  a  measure  of  state  support,  it  should  be 
noted  that  nine  state  grants,  from  two  different  administrations  of 
different  pohtical  parties,  have  been  received  by  the  City  of  Lafayette 
for  the  Railroad  Relocation  Project. 

13.  If  the  project  is  a  transit  project,  does  the  general  public  in  your  area  support  the  project? 

Not  a  transit  project.  Level  of  pubUc  support  is  very  high  as  evidenced 
by  large  positive  turnout  at  public  hearings  conducted  by  the  Indiana 
Department  of  Transportation  (literally  no  opposition  expressed)  and 
enthusiatic  public  participation  at  numerous  project  input  meetings  and 
events. 

14.  Have  there  been  any  public  financing  mechanisms  initiated  at  the  state  and/or  local  level  to  help  fund  this 
project,  such  as  a  dedicated  gas  tax  increase  or  a  bond  referendum?  If  so.  please  provide  the  specifics,  and.  in 
the  case  of  any  proposed  bonding  authoriry.  please  indicate  the  results  of  placing  this  project  before  the 
public. 

Lafayette  Mayor  Jim  Riehle,  as  a  two  term  President  of  the  Indiana 
Association  of  Cities  and  Towns,  was  a  primary  force  in  securing 
Indiana  General  Assembly  passage  of  the  enabling  legislation  for 
significant  local  government  funding  mechanisms:  first,  the  County 
Option  Income  Tax;  and  then  in  1988,  the  Economic  Development 
Income  Tax  (EDIT).  Mayor  Riehle  also  successfully  lead  the  efforts 
to  have  each  of  these  measures  enacted  locally. 

The  Lafayette  City  Council  unanimously  ratified  the  City's  EDIT 
Capital  Improvement  Plan  in  1989  which  listed  the  Lafayette  Railroad 
Relocation  Project  as  its  only  component.  In  October,  1992,  a  new 
Council  unanimously  reaffirmed  that  completion  of  Railroad 
Relocation  was  the  sole  goal  of  the  City's  EDIT  Capital  Improvement 
Plan.  The  City  Council  has  also  unanimously  passed  a  "declaration  of 
intent"  to  reimburse  with  bond  proceeds  the  non-federal  share  of 
Railroad  Relocation. 
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Wednesday,  March  24,  1993. 

DALLAS/FORT  WORTH  METROPOLITAN  AREA:  DALLAS/ 

FORT  WORTH  METROPLEX  PLAN 

RAILTRAN  COMMUTER  RAIL  SERVICE 

WITNESSES 

HON.  PETE  GEREN,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE 
OF  TEXAS 

HON.  JOHN  BRYANT,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 
STATE  OF  TEXAS 

HON.  MARTIN  FROST,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 
STATE  OF  TEXAS 

HON.  EDDIE  BERNICE  JOHNSON,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS 
FROM  THE  STATE  OF  TEXAS 

VERNELL  STURNS,  EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR,  DALLAS/FORT  WORTH  AIR- 
PORT, TEXAS 

WILLIAM  GARRISON,  CHAIRMAN,  RAILTRAN'S  POLICY  BOARD,  DALLAS/ 
FORT  WORTH,  TEXAS 

LISA  PYLES,  MANAGER,  RAILTRAN,  DALLAS/FORT  WORTH,  TEXAS 

Mr.  Carr.  Our  next  witnesses  are  Congressman  Martin  Frost 
and  Congresswoman  Eddie  Bernice  Johnson,  who  are  logging  their 
second  day  in  a  row.  We  are  glad  to  have  you  back.  We're  going  to 
make  you  ex  officio  members  of  this  committee.  [Laughter.] 

I  want  also  to  welcome  Congressman  John  Bryant,  who  was  here 
in  spirit  yesterday.  Your  support  was  duly  noted.  We're  glad  to 
have  you  here  today. 

Martin  Frost  is  the  dean  of  the  delegation. 

Mr.  Frost.  The  others  will  have  something  to  say.  We  will  all  be 
brief. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  will  call  upon  you  for  the  introduction. 

Mr.  Frost.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  actually  are  going  to  be  doing  two 
projects  back-to-back. 

Thank  you  for  allowing  us  to  appear  before  your  committee 
today.  As  you  have  mentioned,  with  me  are  my  colleagues  from  the 
Dallas/Fort  Worth  area  Congressman  John  Bryant  and  Congress- 
woman  Eddie  Bemice  Johnson. 

Our  purpose  here  today  is  to  introduce  and  offer  our  support  to 
Mr.  Vernell  Sturns,  executive  director  of  the  Dallas/Fort  Worth 
International  Airport.  We  are  asking  your  approval  of  the  full  FAA 
budget  request  to  continue  work  on  a  project  vital  both  to  our  area 
and  to  our  entire  national  air  transportation  network,  the  metro- 
plex  air  traffic  system  plan. 

Members  of  this  committee  are  no  strangers  to  the  metroplex 
plan.  It  is  an  FAA  project  to  modernize  and  improve  the  flow  of  air 
traffic  in  and  out  of  the  Dallas/Fort  Worth  area,  the  second  largest 
hub  in  our  national  air  space  system.  It  will  pay  for  itself  many 
times  over  by  cutting  down  traffic  delays. 

Since  work  began  on  the  metroplex  plan  in  1989,  this  committee 
has  appropriated  a  total  of  $132  million  to  carry  it  forward.  Today 
your  investment  is  showing  tangible  results  and  we  ask  your  con- 
tinued support.  We  urge  your  approval  of  the  full  $13.3  million 
being  requested  in  the  FAA  budget  to  continue  this  project  in  fiscal 
year  1994. 
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With  us  today — and  I  know  my  colleagues  will  want  to  say  some- 
thing briefly  also — are  Vernell  Sturns,  executive  director  of  the  air- 
port, the  deputy  director  seated  on  the  first  row,  the  new  chairman 
of  the  DFW  Airport  board,  and  a  board  member. 

At  this  point,  I  would  like  to  turn  it  over  to  my  colleagues,  John 
Bryant  and  Eddie  Bernice  Johnson. 

Mr.  Bryant.  Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you  very  much  for  once  again 
allowing  us  to  appear. 

Last  year,  the  committee  appropriated  $43  million  for  this  invest- 
ment in  our  aviation  infrastructure.  It  is  showing  results  already. 
Many  of  the  navigation  facilities  are  almost  complete  and  work  is 
underway  on  the  terminal  in  our  control  facility. 

While  waiting  for  this  to  be  finished,  the  air  traffic  controllers 
are  doing  their  best,  but  they  are  doing  it  with  systems  that  were 
designed  back  in  the  1960s.  I  just  submit  to  the  committee  that 
that  kind  of  technology  is  not  adequate  for  the  21st  century.  This 
year  the  FAA  is  asking  for  $13.3  million  to  continue  work  on  the 
metroplex  project,  which  will  be  used  for  things  like  equipment 
and  support  facilities  for  the  expanded  TRACAN,  Mode  S  radar,  en 
route  communication  links,  and  wind  shear  advisory  sensors. 

I  just  submit  to  you  that  this  is  a  worthwhile  request.  I  think  it 
is  beneficial  not  just  to  our  area,  but  to  the  whole  country  in  view 
of  the  enormous  amount  of  traffic  that  goes  through  the  Dallas/ 
Fort  Worth  area  from  coast  to  coast.  We  are  grateful  that  you  are 
considering  our  request. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you. 

Ms.  Johnson. 

Ms.  Johnson.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the 
committee,  and  persons  who  have  travelled  here  from  our  districts. 

It  is  a  privilege  to  be  here  before  you  representing  the  30th  dis- 
trict of  Texas,  which  is  new,  and  a  large  portion  of  this  airport  is 
within  the  30th  district,  the  Dallas  County  portion. 

Two  weeks  ago,  your  committee  held  a  hearing  on  the  state  of 
the  airline  industry.  One  of  your  witnesses  was  Mr.  Michael  J. 
Durham,  the  chief  financial  officer  of  American  Airlines,  a  home- 
town institution  of  which  I  am  very  proud. 

In  his  prepared  testimony,  Mr.  Durham  blamed  the  plight  of  the 
U.S.  airlines  today  on  several  things — protection  of  bankrupt  carri- 
ers, excessive  use  fees  and  taxes,  unnecessary  regulations,  unfair 
international  competition,  and  the  problem  that  I  would  like  to  ad- 
dress this  morning,  which  is  inadequate  infrastructure. 

By  seeking  your  help  on  the  metroplex  plan,  we  are  hoping  to 
address  the  problem  of  inadequate  infrastructure.  As  other  wit- 
nesses have  pointed  out,  the  air  traffic  control  system  in  the 
Dallas/Fort  Worth  area  today  dates  back  to  the  1960s.  How  many 
of  us  drove  here  today  in  30-year-old  vehicles?  That  is  the  compari- 
son we  must  make. 

Yet  our  transportation  system,  in  some  cases,  is  being  denied  the 
efficiency,  reliability,  and  convenience  that  advanced  technology 
allows  us.  That  is  simply  because  we  don't  have  the  money  and 
we're  trying  to  get  it  here. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  your  support  of  the  metroplex  plan  in  previous 
years,  we  have  demonstrated  that  you  believe  this  project  is  a 
worthwhile  investment  in  our  national  transportation  infrastruc- 
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ture.  We  are  grateful  for  your  help  and  hope  that  you  will  continue 
to  assist  us.  We  would  like  to  get  your  help  to  put  this  system  in 
place. 

Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you. 

I  note  the  arrival  of  our  good  friend  and  colleague,  Congressman 
Pete  Geren  from  Fort  Worth. 

Mr.  Geren.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  Thank  you  for  allowing 
us  to  appear  before  you  today  to  talk  about  this  very  important 
issue  not  just  for  our  area  but  for  the  national  transportation 
system. 

When  those  of  us  in  Congress  are  called  upon  to  render  judgment 
on  a  project  as  technical  and  complex  as  the  metroplex  plan,  it  is 
reassuring  to  have  some  authoritative  guidance.  For  each  of  the 
past  few  years,  the  FAA  has  requested — and  your  committee  has 
granted  it — incremental  funding  for  the  metroplex  plan.  The  FAA 
and  its  engineers  and  technicians  believe  that  the  metroplex  plan 
is  a  worthwhile  investment.  The  committee  support  demonstrates 
that  over  the  last  couple  of  years. 

As  more  and  more  airliners  hub  out  of  DFW,  there  is  danger 
that  our  area  could  become  a  choke  point,  triggering  costly  delays 
throughout  much  of  our  air  transportation  system.  It  is  something 
that  we  cannot  allow  to  happen. 

The  question  therefore  becomes,  How  do  we  address  this  issue? 
We  feel  that  the  metroplex  plan  is  part  of  the  answer  to  that 
threat.  We  can  look  at  what  the  experts  have  said  both  inside  and 
outside  of  the  FAA.  I  have  with  me  a  study  which  the  Mitre  Corpo- 
ration conducted  for  the  FAA  on  the  metroplex  plan  and  its  effects. 

The  report  is  perfect  bedtime  reading  for  long  nights  in  Washing- 
ton, D.C.  and  it  is  quite  technical  in  nature,  but  I  think  it  makes 
the  case  quite  strongly  for  the  metroplex  plan. 

The  report  illustrates  that  in  two  variations  of  IFR  weather,  the 
metroplex  plan,  once  fully  implemented,  will  reduce  delays  in  the 
national  air  transportation  system  by  15  percent  under  one  type  of 
IFR  condition  and  16  percent  under  the  other.  This  is  a  serious  re- 
duction in  delays  and  will  save  money  throughout  our  national  and 
international  transportation  system. 

We  respectfully  request  that  we  be  allowed  to  submit  a  copy  of 
this  report  for  the  record  and  urge  your  approval  of  the  full  level 
of  funding  requested  by  the  FAA  for  the  metroplex  plan  in  fiscal 
year  1994. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  thank  you  for  this 
opportunity  to  appear  before  you  today. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Hon.  Frost,  Hon.  Bryant,  Hon.  Geren 
and  Hon.  Johnson  of  Texas  follows:] 
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This  statement  reflects  the  unanimous  view  of  we  four  members  of 
the  House  who  represent  the  Dal las -Fort  Worth  area. 

Let  us  begin  by  thanking  each  member  of  this  subcommittee  for  the 
support  you  have  given  the  D/FW  Metroplex  Air  System  Pleui  in 
previous  years.   The  Metroplex  Plan  is  the  ongoing  Federal  Aviation 
Administration  (FAA)  project  to  modernize  and  improve  the  handling 
of  air  traffic  in  the  congested  skies  over  the  Dallas -Fort  Worth 
area. 

The  Metroplex  Plan  is  not  just  another  parochial,  hometown  project 
however.   Today,  our  airport,  Dallas/Fort  Worth  International,  is 
the  second  busiest  airport  in  the  world.   With  2,000  flights  a  day, 
D/FW  is  a  critical  link  in  our  national  hxib- and -spoke  air  traffic 
system.   By  increasing  the  smooth,  safe,  and  orderly  flow  of  this 
traffic  in  and  out  of  the  Dallas- Fort  Worth  area,  the  Metroplex 
Plan  will  have  significant  benefits  to  our  entire  national  air 
transportation  system. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  very  aware  that  you  and  other  members  of  this 
committee  believe  that  federal  transportation  dollars  sometimes 
have  been  used  unwisely.   In  some  cases,  federal  tax  dollars  have 
been  put  into  low-priority  projects  which  have  yielded  little  if 
any  benefit  to  our  national  transportation  system.   As  a  result  of 
this,  other  more  deserving  projects  capable  of  making  truly 
significant  in5)rovements  in  the  safety,  reliability  and  convenience 
of  our  national  travel  system  have  been  shortchanged. 

We  wholeheartedly  agree  that  teix  dollars  should  go  to  projects 
which  truly  serve  national  interests,  Mr.  Chairman,  especially  in 
light  of  today's  fiscal  crisis.   Never  has  it  been  more  important 
for  Congress  cuid  the  President  to  choose  wisely  in  the  use  of 
America's  financial  resources.   As  both  the  legislative  and 
executive  branches  have  recognized,  the  time  has  come  to  think  not 
of  federal  spending,  but  of  federal  investment.   It  is  therefore 
imperative  that  we  allocate  our  scarce  resources  wisely  and  fund 
projects  that  give  us  a  return  on  our  investment.   The  Metroplex 
Plan  gives  us  such  a  return  and  therefore,  we  urge  you  to  continue 
your  support  for  this  long-term  investment  in  America's 
transportation  infrastructure. 

Since  work  begeui  in  1989,  this  committee  has  invested  a  total  of 
$132  million  in  the  Metroplex  Plan,  which  the  FAA  handles  through 
its  Facilities  and  Equipment  account.   The  Metroplex  Plan  was 
undertaken  to  meet  a  crucial  need.   The  existing  air  traffic  system 
in  the  Dallas -Fort  Worth  area  was  put  into  place  nearly  30  years 
ago,  long  before  airline  deregulation  and  the  h\ab- and -spoke  system 
made  D/FW  a  vital  linchpin  in  America's  network  of  airways. 
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Today,  our  I960' s -vintage  control  system  is  in  danger  of  being 
overwhelmed  by  the  increased  air  traffic  (D/FW  Airport  is  served  by 
17  airlines  flying  to  a  total  of  200  cities  both  in  the  United 
States  and  abroad) .   Our  skies  are  so  crowded  that  FAA  air  traffic 
controllers  sometimes  have  as  many  as  56  airplanes,  in  train  7 
miles  apart,  strung  out  over  350  miles  and  four  states,  all  queued 
up  for  entry  into  the  Dallas/Fort  Worth  area.   In  addition  to  D/FW 
Airport,  the  FAA  serves  an  astonishing  total  of  131  other  airports 
in  the  Dallas -Fort  Worth  area.   While  many  of  these  are  small 
landing  strips,  there  are  a  nxomber  of  very  busy  satellite  airports 
including  Addison,  Alliance,  Redbird,  Meacham,  Love,  Dallas  Naval 
Air  Station,  and  Carswell  Air  Force  Base.   All  of  these  airports 
will  benefit  from  the  Metroplex  Plan  as  well. 

The  money  invested  in  the  Metroplex  Plan  is  already  showing 
tangible  results.   Of  the  four  new  radar  sites,  one  will  be 
commissioned  this  July,  a  second  will  be  capable  of  operating  in 
August  and  a  third  in  October.   A  site  survey  is  also  underway  for 
the  fourth  radar  site. 

Of  the  two  new  off-side  VORTAC  navigation  aids,  construction  on  one 
will  be  completed  in  May  of  this  year  and  final  design  work  is 
underway  on  the  other.   Of  the  four  relocated  VORTAC  "cornerposts" 
around  the  D/FW  Terminal  Control  Area,  construction  is  complete  on 
all  four  and  the  electronics  will  be  installed  in  two  of  the 
cornerposts  this  year. 

Two  new  control  towers  can  now  be  seen  rising  on  both  of  the  east 
and  west  sides  of  D/FW  Airport.   Both  of  these  towers  will  be 
commissioned  in  1994.   These  towers  will  provide  an  added  margin  of 
safety  by  offering  improved  lines  of  sight  for  controllers  at  the 
airport.   Currently,  there  is  a  distance  of  six  miles  from  the 
easternmost  to  the  westernmost  points  on  the  irunways  and  these  new 
towers  will  greatly  improve  the  management  of  traffic  on  the 
runways  and  taxiways  of  the  airport. 

The  centerpiece  of  the  Metroplex  Plan  is  an  expanded,  modernized 
TRACON  or  Terminal  Radar  Control  facility.   With  construction 
already  underway  and  completion  expected  in  November  of  1994,  this 
60,000  square  foot  expansion  will  be  equipped  with  state-of-the-art 
electronics  and  35  controller  work  stations,  an  increase  from  the 
16  stations  that  are  currently  housed  in  the  existing  overcrowded 
TRACON. 

As  work  on  the  Metroplex  Plan  progresses,  it  becomes  all  the  more 
critical  that  the  FAA  receive  the  full  $13.3  million  requested  for 
FY  1994.   This  will  ensure  that  the  progress  already  made  on  the 
implementation  of  the  Plan  will  continue  to  move  ahead  as 
scheduled.   Included  in  this  request  is  money  for  the  installation 
of  equipment  as  well  as  the  building  of  support  facilities  for  the 
expanded  TRACON,  purchasing  of  Mode  S  radar  for  the  east  site,  en 
route  communication  links,  improved  radio  equipment,  wind  shear 
advisory  sensors,  and  one  additional  position  at  the  Waco  Approach 
Control  for  better  coordination  with  Metroplex  controllers. 
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Once  completed,  the  Metroplex  Plan  promises  an  added  margin  of 
safety  in  our  national  air  transportation  system,  along  with 
enormous  savings  in  time  and  money.   Together  with  expanded  ground 
facilities,  it  will  enable  D/FW  to  become  the  first  airport  in  the 
world  capable  of  handling  four  simultaneous  instrxunent  approaches. 

By  expediting  the  safe,  efficient  flow  of  air  traffic  in  and  out  of 
the  busy  D/FW  hub,  the  Metroplex  Plan  and  related  improvements  will 
result  in  a  15%  increase  in  our  national  airspace  capacity, 
according  to  a  study  conducted  by  the  MITRE  Corporation  for  the 
FAA. 

This  exhaustive  study,  using  the  National  Airspace  System 
Performance  Analysis  Capability  simulation  model,  demonstrates  the 
impact  of  Metroplex  Plan  improvements  on  other  important  airports 
around  the  country.   "In  particular,  those  key  airports  that  share 
a  high  volume  of  traffic  will  benefit  from  the  reduction  in  delays 
and  increase  in  throughput  affected  by  the  [Metroplex]  Plan",  the 
study  says . 

The  MITRE  analysis  shows,  for  example,  that  on  days  when  instrument 
conditions  prevail  for  17  hours,  effective  arrival  delays  will  be 
reduced  40%  at  Atlanta,  6%  for  Chicago,  54%  for  Houston,  17%  for 
Los  Angeles,  38%  for  San  Antonio,  and  17%  for  San  Francisco  once 
the  Metroplex  Plan  is  fully  operational. 

With  its  vastly  expanded  arrival  and  departure  routes  and  more 
efficient  handling  of  traffic  within  the  D/FW  Terminal  Control 
area,  the  15%  capacity  increase  that  will  be  made  possible  by  the 
Metroplex  Plan  and  related  improvements  is  a  good  business  deal  by 
any  standard.   For  the  period  from  1995  to  2005,  the  FAA  predicts 
that  these  projects,  by  preventing  delays  that  would  otherwise 
occur  in  the  National  Airspace  System,  will  yield  a  cost  savings  of 
$7.5  billion. 

Given  this,  we  believe  that  the  Metroplex  Plan  is  a  worthwhile 
investment  in  the  future  of  America's  air  transportation  system. 

We  thank  the  committee  for  its  previous  support  of  the  Metroplex 
Plan  and  we  urge  approval  of  the  full  $13.3  million  requested  to 
continue  work  in  Fiscal  Year  1994. 
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Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you.  We  do  not  have  a  copy  of  that  study,  and 
we  would  like  to  get  it.  We  won't  put  it  in  the  record,  but  we  will 
keep  it  on  file.  I  am  sure  it  is  quite  lengthy. 

Mr.  Sturns,  welcome  again.  It  is  nice  to  see  you. 

Mr.  Sturns.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  this  com- 
mittee. 

I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  tell  you  how  critical  the  FAA's 
metroplex  plan  is  to  our  daily  flight  operations  at  DFW  Airport. 
The  metroplex  plan  has  sometimes  been  confused  with  our  air- 
port's own  expansion  program.  The  two  will  work  together,  but 
they  are  entirely  separate.  The  metroplex  plan  will  expedite  the 
flow  of  air  traffic  not  just  at  our  airport,  but  at  all  132  airports 
around  Dallas  and  Fort  Worth. 

Moreover,  the  metroplex  plan  is  not  based  on  some  hazy  future 
needs.  The  metroplex  plan  is  needed  today  as  DFW  handles  about 
2,000  flights  a  day.  Our  skies  often  get  pretty  busy.  Today,  FAA 
controllers  sometimes  have  as  many  as  56  airplanes  7  miles  apart, 
strung  out  350  miles  over  four  States,  queued  up  to  enter  into 
Dallas/Fort  Worth  airspace.  The  metroplex  plan  would  ease  this 
congestion  with  dual  approach  routes,  a  large  terminal  control 
area,  two  new  towers,  and  would  double  the  number  of  TRACAN 
positions. 

These  metroplex  plan  improvements  are  separate  from  the 
design  to  complement  the  expansion  of  ground  facilities  planned 
for  DFW  Airport.  As  you  know,  the  two  new  runways  planned  for 
our  airport  have  been  delayed  by  a  legal  challenge  over  zoning 
rights.  But  the  Texas  Legislature  is  helping  us  and  we  hope  to  re- 
solve our  zoning  problem  very  soon. 

About  142,000  travellers  pass  through  DFW  Airport  each  day. 
About  seven  out  of  ten  are  connecting  passengers,  just  passing 
through  our  airport  on  their  way  to  some  other  destination.  At 
DFW,  we  try  to  make  them  feel  welcome  and  get  them  on  their 
way  as  soon  as  possible. 

Even  so,  I  know  how  a  dentist  must  feel.  Most  of  these  people 
didn't  want  to  come  and  see  me  in  the  first  place,  and  then  once 
they  get  there,  they  want  to  leave  as  soon  as  possible.  To  help  them 
do  that,  to  help  U.S.  air  travellers  to  where  they  are  going,  we 
need  to  improve  and  speed  up  air  traffic  through  DFW. 

I  hope  you  will  continue  your  support  of  the  metroplex  plan  as 
you  have  done  in  the  past. 

Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you.  I  want  to  assure  you  that  I  did  read  your 
statement  and  I  know  quite  a  bit  about  the  metroplex  plan.  I  want 
to  particularly  underscore  the  comment  that  you  made  that  there 
has  been  in  the  minds  of  some  a  confusion  between  your  airport 
development  plan  and  the  metroplex  plan.  They  are  in  fact  two  dis- 
tinct plans  and  should  be  considered  separately. 

I  would  also  point  out  to  my  good  friend  Eddie  Bernice  Johnson 
that  Mr.  Durham  did  testify  before  us  and  gave  us  valuable  testi- 
mony, as  did  the  representatives  of  three  other  airlines.  Their  basic 
message  to  us  was  that  investment  in  aviation  programs  such  as 
facilities  and  equipment  was  probably  going  to  improve  airline  op- 
erating efficiencies  and  lower  their  costs. 
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Their  remarks  were  not  so  glowing  on  airport  development  when 
development  plans  were  not  coordinated  with  the  commercial  air- 
lines and  had  the  undesirable  effect  of  running  up  airline  costs. 
Some  of  those  costs  they  are  willing  to  bear  because  they  under- 
stand that  there  are  efficiencies  on  the  ground  as  well  as  in  the  air. 
But  they  vigorously  pointed  out  that  some  airports  plan  without 
regard  to  who  has  to  pay  the  bill,  and  the  bill  ultimately  gets 
passed  on  to  the  airlines.  At  a  time  when  airlines  are  losing  money, 
except  one  of  them,  they  don't  want  the  additional  cost  unless  it 
really  does  have  to  do  with  operational  efficiency  or  saving  them 
costs  elsewhere. 

So  this  Committee  I  think  is  going  to  take  a  much  closer  look  at 
the  AIP  program  and  try  to  dampen  some  of  those  undesirable  in- 
fluences of  uncoordinated  airport  development. 

We  appreciate  your  testimony  and  we  appreciate  your  being 
here. 

Mr.  Wolf,  do  you  have  any  questions? 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  guess  Mr.  DeLay  is  first. 

Mr.  DeLay.  I  will  be  very  brief  and  welcome  my  Texas  colleagues 
to  the  committee,  particularly  those  that  serve  on  the  authorizing 
committee  that  have  been  so  supportive  of  this  committee  over  the 
years.  I  look  forward  to  working  with  you  on  this  bill. 

I  just  have  one  question.  You  mentioned  that  you  were  having 
problems  with  building  your  runways  because  of  zoning.  Who  zones 
DFW? 

Mr.  Sturns.  For  the  past  20  years,  the  airport  board  has  taken 
care  of  its  own  zoning,  but  I  believe  in  1990  three  cities  around  the 
airport  passed  zoning  ordinances  and  asserted  that  they  had  the 
right  to  zone  DF^  airport.  We  challenged  that  in  court  and  lost 
the  first  round.  Now  we  are  in  the  State  Legislature  with  a  bill  to 
insert  the  word  "zoning"  in  the  Municipal  Airports  Act. 

Mr.  DeLay.  Thank  you. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Durbin? 

Mr.  Durbin.  No,  questions,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Wolf? 

Mr.  Wolf.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  have  one  question. 

How  does  Dick  Armey,  Sam  Johnson,  and  Joe  Barton  feel  about 
this? 

Mr.  Sturns.  I  believe  they  all  support  it. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Were  they  asked  to  come  here  today  to  testify?  And 
they  all  support  what  you're  asking? 

Mr.  Sturns.  As  far  as  I  know. 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  have  no  further  questions. 

Mr.  Geren.  We  would  be  glad  to  get  a  statement  of  support  from 
them  for  the  Committee.  There  is  no  controversy  over  this  in  the 
region. 

Mr.  Sturns.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  respond  to  your  com- 
ments about  airline  costs,  projects,  et  cetera.  We  are  certainly  sen- 
sitive to  the  financial  straits  of  the  airlines.  We  just  recently  re- 
duced our  capital  projects  budget  by  $118  million.  We  are  also  un- 
dertaking an  efficiency  study  that  will  assist  us  in  reducing  some  of 
the  O&M  costs. 
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So  we  are  aware  of  the  difficult  times  they  are  having  and  we 
are  trying  to  be  as  responsive  as  we  can. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  am  sure  they  appreciate  it.  We  do.  Tjrpically  the 
problem  is  not  at  the  major  hub  airports,  it  is  at  the  O&D  airports 
throughout  the  country  that  tend  to  be  building  capacity  that  is 
based  on  speculation,  dreams,  and  a  few  other  things  and  it  is  cost- 
ing the  airlines  a  pretty  penny.  It  costs  the  taxpayers  some  money, 
too. 

Mr.  Carr.  We  will  now  hear  testimony  on  your  second  issue. 

Mr.  Frost.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  appreciate  the  opportunity  to 
appear  on  this  second  item  in  support  of  the  RAILTRAN  commuter 
rail  project  and  the  intermodal  transportation  center. 

I  have  a  unique  interest  in  this  particular  project,  Mr.  Chairman, 
in  that  I  am  the  only  Member  of  Congress  to  represent  parts  of 
both  Dallas  and  Fort  Worth.  I  have  also  divided  my  life  between 
Dallas  and  Fort  Worth  and  having  spent  my  professional  career  in 
Dallas. 

We  are  here  today  to  introduce  and  offer  our  support  to  Mr.  Wil- 
liam Garrison,  chairman  of  the  RAILTRAN  policy  board.  We  are 
asking  that  you  grant  their  request  for  funding  for  the  commuter 
rail  service  and  the  intermodal  transportation  center. 

The  RAILTRAN  commuter  rail  service  would  be  provided  on  an 
already  existing  freight  line  which  connects  Dallas  and  Fort 
Worth.  The  plan  for  this  service  involves  upgrading  the  already  ex- 
isting line,  thereby  saving  millions  of  dollars,  which  would  other- 
wise go  towards  right-of-way  expenses  and  track  construction. 

This  cost-effective  plan  is  one  that  both  the  city  of  Dallas  and  the 
city  of  Fort  Worth  support  because  it  will  benefit  both  economies. 
In  addition,  it  will  help  meet  the  transportation  needs  of  the  entire 
Dallas/ Fort  Worth  community.  All  planning  work  for  both  the 
commuter  rail  service  and  the  intermodal  transportation  center 
has  been  completed.  The  RAILTRAN  policy  committee  is  asking 
for  $27  million  for  fiscal  year  1994. 

I  appreciate  the  committee's  time  and  consideration  of  these 
projects  and  would  now  like  to  yield  to  my  colleagues. 

Mr.  Geren.  Thank  you,  Martin, 

Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you  for  giving  us  the  opportunity  to  testify 
in  front  of  you  on  a  very  important  transportation  issue. 

I  am  pleased  to  appear  today  to  briefly  discuss  RAILTRAN  and 
how  RAILTRAN  will  play  an  instrumental  role  in  the  transporta- 
tion system  in  north  Texas.  The  RAILTRAN  commuter  railroad 
will  link  the  city  of  Fort  Worth  with  the  Dallas/Fort  Worth  Inter- 
national Airport  and  the  city  of  Dallas.  RAILTRAN  is  an  efficient 
approach  to  improving  the  regional  transportation  system  in  the 
entire  metroplex  area. 

The  corridor  linking  Fort  Worth  with  Dallas  is  one  of  the  most 
congested  traffic  corridors  in  Texas.  Daily  traffic  volumes  in  this 
corridor  are  currently  620,000  vehicles  per  day  and  they  are  expect- 
ed to  increase  to  994,000  vehicles  per  day  by  the  year  2010. 

It  is  estimated  that  by  the  year  2000  there  will  be  demand  for 
more  than  2,000  daily  transit  trips  on  the  RAILTRAN  line.  The 
transportation  and  air  quality  issues  involved  in  this  matter  are  ob- 
vious. 
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The  city  of  Fort  Worth  is  progressing  rapidly  in  converting  the 
Texas  and  Pacific  railroad  terminal  in  downtown  Fort  Worth  into  a 
giant  transit  hub  that  will  serve  as  the  focal  point  for  bus,  high 
speed  rail,  and  commuter  train  service.  The  city  was  successful  in 
obtaining  an  authorization  in  the  ISTEA  of  1991  to  innovate  the 
T&P  building  and  to  upgrade  the  34  miles  of  train  tracks  from  Fort 
Worth  to  Dallas  that  will  be  used  by  the  RAILTRAN  commuter 
train  services. 

I  would  like  to  note  that  this  rail  right-of-way  has  been  acquired 
by  the  two  cities  and  is  owned  100  percent  by  the  authority  that 
intends  to  put  this  plan  in  place. 

The  Fort  Worth  Intermodal  Center  is  expected  to  be  completed 
in  1996  and  will  be  one  of  the  Nation's  first  intermodal  transporta- 
tion centers  providing  access  to  several  modes  of  transportation,  all 
from  one  location. 

Again,  Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you  for  allowing  me  to  testify  today. 
I  believe  the  statement  from  Mr.  William  Garrison,  chairman  of 
the  RAILTRAN  board,  will  give  interesting  information  on  this 
successful  venture  between  the  cities  of  Fort  Worth  and  Dallas. 

I  would  like  to  invite  the  members  of  the  subcommittee  to  the 
Dallas/Fort  Worth  area  to  see  this  exciting  project.  I  think  that  not 
only  will  it  be  good  for  our  area,  but  it  is  a  very  innovative  plan 
that  is  trying  to  take  the  ideas  behind  the  intermodal  transporta- 
tion bill  of  last  year  and  make  them  a  reality. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Carr.  Ms.  Johnson? 

Ms.  Johnson.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Again,  it  is  a  pleasure  for  me  to  lend  my  support  to  my  constitu- 
ent, Mr.  William  Garrison,  chairman  of  the  RAILTRAN  policy 
board  and  Ms.  Lisa  Pyles,  the  manager  of  RAILTRAN,  as  well  as 
all  the  people  who  will  benefit. 

They  have  made  a  request  before  your  subcommittee.  I  also  want 
to  mention  that  it  is  a  great  pleasure  for  me  to  work  with  this 
issue  and  on  this  issue  with  my  colleagues,  Mr.  Geren  and  Mr. 
Frost. 

Yesterday  you  heard  testimony  about  the  DART  South  Oak  Cliff 
rail  line.  Today  we  are  here  to  discuss  the  RAILTRAN,  which 
when  complete  will  link  DART,  the  Dallas/Fort  Worth  Internation- 
al Airport,  and  the  neighboring  cities  of  Dallas,  Irving,  and  Fort 
Worth. 

I  will  be  brief  in  my  remarks  so  that  I  don't  take  up  that  much 
time,  but  I  would  like  to  bring  to  your  attention  two  points.  One 
major  benefit  of  the  project  is  that  it  will  link  the  cities  along  the 
rail  line  with  the  Dallas/ Fort  Worth  International  Airport,  the  Na- 
tion's second  largest  and  busiest.  And  because  Dallas  is  leading  the 
Nation  in  number  of  corporate  expansions  and  relocations,  the 
growing  population's  impact  on  the  airport  is  increasing  every  day. 
The  airport  access  roads  are  increasingly  overburdened,  and  even 
when  expanded  to  the  maximum  number  of  lanes  possible  will  still 
be  unmanageable. 

RAILTRAN  will  sufficiently  alleviate  these  conditions.  Thanks  to 
the  inter-modality,  citizens  will  have  airport  access  to  and  from 
many  points  within  the  Dallas/Fort  Worth  metroplex.  I  feel  very 
strongly  that  RAILTRAN  will  add  significantly  to  the  local  and  na- 
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tional  economies.  Specifically,  RAILTRAN  will  reduce  travel  times 
for  a  host  of  travellers  and  businesspersons,  contribute  to  air  qual- 
ity improvement,  and  encourage  more  economic  growth  in  the 
area. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  greatly  appreciate  the  time  you  have  spent 
working  with  my  colleagues  and  me  on  all  our  issues  the  last  2 
days  and  I  am  aware  of  the  support  you  have  shown  for  RAIL- 
TRAN in  the  past.  I  hope  it  will  continue  in  the  future. 

I  will  now  introduce  Mr.  Garrison. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Hon.  Frost,  Hon.  Geren,  and  Hon. 
Johnson  of  Texas  follows:] 
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Joint  Statement  by 

Representative  Martin  Frost  (D-TX) 

Representative  Pete  Geren  (D-TX) 

Representative  Eddie  Bernice  Johnson  (D-TX) 

In  Support  of 

The  RAILTRAN  Commuter  Rail  Service 

and 

The  Texas  &  Pacific  Intermodal  Transportation  Center 

Before  the  House  Appropriations  Subcommittee  on  Transportation 

March  24,  1993 

***************************************************************** 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  appear  before  your 
subcommittee  this  morning  to  testify  in  support  of  the  RAILTRAN 
commuter  rail  project  and  the  Intermodal  Transportation  Center. 
With  us  from  the  Dallas-Fort  Worth  Area  are  Mr.  William  Garrison, 
chairman  of  the  RAILTRAN  Policy  Board  and  Mr.  Craig  Holcomb, 
former  Dallas  City  Council -member.   They  represent  the  broad 
support  throughout  the  Dallas-Fort  Worth  Area  for  the  RAILTRAN 
commuter  rail  project. 

In  1984,  RAILTRAN  was  created  as  a  joint  administrative  agency  of 
Fort  Worth  and  Dallas  to  oversee  the  day  to  day  management  of  the 
Corridor  to  ensure  the  two  overarching  goals  of  mass  transit  and 
freight  service  were  maintained.   RAILTRAN  is  a  six  member  policy 
committee,  three  members  appointed  by  both  the  Dallas  and  Fort 
Worth  City  Councils.   The  Committee  is  responsible  for  making 
policy,  management  and  operations  recommendations  to  the  two  City 
Covmcils  regarding  the  34  miles  of  RAILTRAN  right-of-way. 
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The  groundwork  for  this  project  was  laid  in  the  early  1980 's  when 
the  Cities  of  Dallas  and  Fort  Worth,  with  the  assistance  of  the 
Federal  Transit  Administration  and  the  State  of  Texas,  purchased 
34  miles  of  railroad  right-of-way  linking  the  central  business 
districts  of  the  two  cities.   Even  though  there  were  no  immediate 
plans  for  the  Corridor,  those  involved  sensed  its  potential  as  a 
future  commuter  rail  line.   They  also  knew  the  immediate 
importance  of  the  preservation  of  freight  service  for  those 
businesses  located  along  the  line.   At  present,  Union  Pacific 
Railroad  and  the  Burlington  Northern  Railroad  use  the  line  as  a 
link  in  their  national  service  and  serve  local  customers  along 
the  line. 

In  1989,  the  Dallas  Area  Rapid  Transit  (DART)  began  planning  the 
use  of  the  RAILTRAN  Corridor  for  commuter  rail  service  and  in 
1990,  the  Fort  Worth  Transportation  Authority  joined  DART  and 
began  planning  to  extend  service  into  downtown  Fort  Worth. 
Today,  the  Dallas/Fort  Worth  metroplex  leads  the  nation  in  the 
number  of  corporate  expansions  and  relocations.   By  the  year 
2000,  Dallas  County  is  expected  to  be  the  sixth  fastest  growing 
county  in  the  United  States  in  terms  of  jobs,  and  Tarrant  County 
will  rank  17th.   The  population  of  the  metroplex  in  1990  was  3, 
918,095  and  the  projected  population  for  the  year  2000  is  over  4 
and  1/2  million. 
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Along  with  the  population  and  job  growth,  increased  airport 
traffic  and  operations  will  have  a  major  impact  on  vehicular 
traffic  in  the  area.   Estimated  aircraft  takeoff s  and  landings 
for  the  year  2000  are  projected  to  be  36,569,000.   The  proposed 
expansion  of  Dallas/Fort  Worth  International  Airport  is  expected 
to  attract  new  business  and  create  jobs  in  the  area. 

This  increase  in  employment  will  lead  to  increased  traffic 
congestion  and  pollution  on  existing  highways  and  streets  in  the 
area.   The  purpose  of  the  RAILTRAN  commuter  rail  project  is  to 
provide  a  viable  and  complementary  means  of  transportation  for 
commuters  in  the  congested  Dallas-Fort  Worth  metroplex.   Year 
2000  traffic  projections  indicate  that  a  significant  percentage 
of  the  region's  freeway  system  will  be  severely  congested.   In 
addition,  studies  conducted  by  the  North  Central  Texas  Council  of 
Governments  (NCTCOG)  have  also  shown  that  the  present  and 
proposed  roadways  in  the  area  will  become  congested  even  after 
they  are  expanded  to  the  maximum  number  of  lanes  possible  under 
their  current  right-of-way. 

Commuter  rail  service  along  the  existing  RAILTRAN  Corridor,  which 
parallels  State  Highway  183,  will  contribute  significantly  to 
increased  area  mobility  by  the  year  2010.   It  will  facilitate  the 
conservation  of  energy,  contribute  to  air  quality  improvements, 
reduce  traffic  congestion,  reduce  travel  times,  and  encourage 
more  economic  activity  in  the  area. 
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since  the  piir chase  of  the  RAILTRAM  Coxxldor,  a  great  deal  of  work 
has  been  done  in  preparation  for  caamter  rail  service.   Survey 
work  and  aerial  photography  have  helped  give  a  better  picture  of 
what  was  purchased  tram   the  Rock  Island  Line.  An  analysis  of  the 
thirty-four  at-grade  crossings  along  the  line  has  been  completed 
along  with  a  priority  for  separation.  All  encroachments  along 
the  line  have  been  catalogued  and  procedures  begun  for  clearing 
those  most  necessary. 

An  environmental  assessment  has  already  been  completed  and 
reviewed  by  the  FTA  on  Phase  I  service  with  a  Finding  of  No 
Significant  Impact.   The  environmental  assessment  for  Phase  II  of 
the  service  has  also  been  completed  and  is  currently  being 
reviewed  by  the  FTA.   In  addition,  the  site  selected  for  a 
maintenance  facility  has  received  a  Categorical  Exclusion  by  the 
FTA. 

In  1991,  an  Implementation  Study  for  RAILTRAN  commuter  service 
was  funded  by  the  Federal  Transit  Administration  (FTA)  and 
administered  by  North  Central  Texas  Council  of  Governments 
(NCTCOG) ,  the  metropolitan  planning  orgemization.   This  study 
developed  a  service  plem  for  the  proposed  project  from  Dallas' 
central  business  district  to  Fort  Worth's  central  business 
district.   It  proposes  ia^lementing  the  RAILTRAN  commuter  service 
in  phases.   Phase  I  includes  morning  and  afternoon  peak  period 
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service  between  Dallas  Union  Station  and  Downtown  Irving  every 
twenty-five  minutes.   Phase  II  adds  service  to  downtown  Fort 
Worth  at  50  minute  intervals,  with  four  intermediate  stops 
serving  the  mid-cities.   Later  service  phases  include  access  to 
D/FW  International  Airport,  the  nation's  second  busiest  aizport. 
Once  it  is  fully  operational,  the  service  will  be  completely  bi- 
directional with  on-and-off  peak  service  every  25  minutes  from 
end  to  end. 

Stations  will  be  well  lit,  safe,  easy  to  use,  and  conveniently 
located  along  major  street  and  highway  intersections.   The 
stations  will  be  located  so  that  the  greatest  concentration  of 
residential  and  business  traffic  is  served.   Also,  plans  for  most 
of  the  stations  call  for  modest,  economical  facilities  consisting 
of  platforms,  parking  lots,  and  commuter  drop-off  areas.   Some 
stations  will  provide  local  bus  or  light  rail  connections,  and 
all  stations  will  be  fully  accessible  to  disabled  passengers. 

Union  Station  is  the  starting  point  in  downtown  Dallas.   This 
station  will  be  served  by  light-rail  and  buses.   This  means  that 
passengers  from  any  part  of  Dallas  Area  Rapid  Transit's  (DART) 
service  will  have  easy  access  to  the  RAILTRAN  commuter  service 
and  all  points  westward  to  Fort  Worth  and  to  the  airport  as  well. 

To  the  west,  RAILTRAN  will  service  the  cities  of  Irving,  Grand 
Prairie,  Arlington,  Hurst,  Richland  Hills,  and  Haltom  City  on  the 
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way  to  Fort  Worth.  Once  the  system  enters  downtown  Fort  Worth, 
it  will  service  both  the  north/central  and  the  southern  parts  of 
downtown.   The  southern  service  center  will  be  located  in  the 
historic  Texas  and  Pacific  (T4P)  railway  building.  This 
building,  along  with  the  adjacent  U.S.  Post  Office  Complex  will 
be  renovated.   The  planned  restoration  of  these  two  historic 
buildings  in  conjunction  with  the  relocation  of  Interstate  30, 
which  presently  cuts  both  buildings  off  from  downtown,  will 
create  an  entirely  new  focus  in  that  area  and  should  facilitate  a 
rebirth  of  inner-city  development  and  renewal.  The  Texas  and 
Pacific  Building  will  become  a  true  Intermodal  Transportation 
Center  housing  commuter  rail,  city  buses,  inter-state  trains  and 
buses,  local  taxis,  and  excursion  railroad,  ticket  desks  for 
airlines,  and  possibly  high-speed  rail. 

The  Railtran  commuter  rail  service  and  the  T&P  Intermodal  Center 
together  will  open  up  «^ole  new  opportunities  for  both  the  those 
who  drive  and  the  transit  dependent.   It  will  lessen  the 
dependence  on  the  automobile,  thereby  helping  to  improve  air 
quality  and  traffic  congestion.   In  addition,  the  region  will 
benefit  from  capital  expenditures  to  build  commuter  rail  stations 
and  make  line  improvements.  These  investments  will  translate 
into  real  estate  development  and  heightened  commercial  activity 
in  downtown  Dallas,  do«mtown  Fort  Worth  and  the  cities  along  the 
line.   RAILTRAN  does  all  this  in  a  cost-effective  manner,  by 
using  an  already  existing  freight  line  and  upgrading  it  for 
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commuter  purposes.   It  further  strengthens  the  Dallas-Fort  Worth 
Netroplex —  one  of  the  fastest  growing  areas  in  the  nation. 
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Mr.  Carr.  Welcome,  Mr.  Garrison. 

Mr.  Garrison.  Thank  you.  It  is  a  privilege  to  be  here  and  to 
present  this  project  to  you.  On  my  right  is  Lisa  Pyles,  the  manager 
of  the  RAILTRAN  project.  She  is  my  brains  in  this  matter.  Craig 
Holcomb  from  Dallas  was  scheduled  to  be  here,  but  at  the  last 
minute  he  was  unable  to  come. 

The  RAILTRAN  project  is  a  34-mLle  corridor  with  track  that  ex- 
tends from  downtown  Dallas  to  downtown  Fort  Worth.  It  was  ac- 
quired in  1984  with  the  vision  of  then  majority  leader  Jim  Wright 
and  Congressman  Frost  and  others  involved  in  the  opportunity  to 
buy  the  corridor  out  of  a  raUroad  bankruptcy. 

Since  its  acquisition,  it  has  required  no  further  Federal  funds. 
The  original  Federal  contribution  was  $27  million.  The  State  of 
Texas  and  the  two  cities  made  up  the  local  match  for  that  acquisi- 
tion. 

The  project  has  moved  along  without  any  further  Federal  assist- 
ance. It  is  currently  used  by  two  freight  railroads  and  their  rights 
preceded  the  acquisition  by  the  two  cities.  We  have  been  in  long, 
tedious,  and  extensive  negotiations  with  those  two  railroads  and  we 
are  right  on  the  threshold  of  arriving  at  a  refined  agreement  with 
them  that  will  make  possible  the  continued  use  by  the  freight  rail- 
roads and  also  facilitate  and  recognize  the  priority  of  passenger  rail 
service  on  the  line. 

So  we  are  here  asking  for  $27  million  as  one-third  of  a  projected 
$100  million  cost  to  bring  this  service  to  completion. 

Phase  I  will  be  service  from  downtown  Dallas  to  south  Irving. 
That  will  be  done  entirely  with  local  funds  by  Dallas  Area  Rapid 
Transit.  They  have  a  $44.5  million  allocation  of  local  funds  for 
that. 

Phase  II  will  be  the  extension  of  that  service  from  south  Irving 
on  into  Fort  Worth.  The  original  $27  million  would  be  used  for  ad- 
ditional right-of-way  acquisition,  trackage  and  signal  upgrades,  and 
construction  of  a  maintenance  facility  that  will  be  located  in 
Irving. 

This  is  a  project  which  was  envisioned  in  1984.  It  is  ready  for  its 
fruition  at  this  point  in  time.  The  required  local  match  is  in  place 
and  available.  The  unanimous  political  support  is  evident  from  the 
previous  testimony.  The  advantages  to  the  air  quality  problems  of 
the  area  are  obvious.  This  is  a  commuter  rail  project.  It  is  not  a 
light  rail  project,  although  it  will  interface  in  downtown  Dallas 
with  a  proposed  light  rail  project.  This  is  a  relatively  speaking  low- 
budget  item.  This  construction  will  be  for  less  than  $4  million  per 
mile. 

We  think  the  time  has  come  for  it  to  confirm  the  vision  t^at  was 
expressed  in  1984  when  the  right-of-way  was  purchased. 

Ms.  Pyles  and  I  would  be  glad  to  answer  any  questions  you  may 
have  about  the  project. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Willian  Garrison  follows:] 
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TESTIMONY  BY 

WILLIAM  N.  GARRISON,  CHAIRMAN 

DFW  RAILTRAN  POLICY  COMMITTEE 

MARCH  24,  1993 


The  DFW  RAILTRAN  System  is  a  34  mile  rail  corridor  linking  the 
central  business  districts  of  Dallas  and  Fort  Worth.  The  Corridor  was 
purchased  in  1984  with  funds  from  the  Urban  Mass  Transit 
Administration,  the  State  of  Texas,  and  the  cities  of  Fort  Worth  and 
Dallas. 

The  RAILTRAN  Policy  Committee,  is  a  six  member  committee  made  up 
of  three  members  appointed  by  the  City  Councils  of  Dallas  and  Fort 
Worth.  The  Committee  is  responsible  for  making  policy,  management 
and  operations  recommendations  to  the  two  City  Councils  regarding  the 
34  miles  of  RAILTRAN  right-of-way. 

The  purpose  of  the  RAILTRAN  commuter  rail  project  is  to  provide  a 
viable  and  complementary  means  of  transportation  for  commuters  in  the 
congested  Dallas  Fort  Worth  metropolitan  area.  The  necessity  for 
commuter  rail  service  is  based  on  year  2000  traffic  projections  which 
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indicate  that  a  significant  percentage  of  the  region's  freeway  system  will 
be  severely  congested.  Studies  conducted  by  the  North  Central  Texas 
Council  of  Governments  (NCTCOG)  have  also  shown  that  the  present 
and  proposed  roadways  in  the  area  will  become  congested  even  after  they 
are  expanded  to  the  maximum  number  of  lanes  possible  along  their 
current  right-of-way. 

Population  projections  for  the  year  2010  are  for  4,975,000  people  in  the 
Dallas-Fort  Worth  Consolidated  Metropolitan  Statistical  Area  (CMSA), 
including  1,316,000  people  in  the  seven  cities  along  the  Phase  II 
Corridor.  Employment  projections  represent  a  53  percent  increase  for 
the  CMSA  and  a  70  percent  increase  in  each  central  business  district 
(CBD)  from  1986  emplo3rment  estimates. 

The  increase  in  the  number  of  people  in  the  area  means  that  congestion 
will  also  increase.  As  congestion  increases  several  results  occur.  First, 
productivity  is  lost  when  people  must  sit  for  extended  periods  of  time  :r 
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their  automobiles.  This  loss  of  productivity  directly  affects  those  who 
must  wait  as  well  as  businesses  which  lose  the  use  of  their  employees. 

The  increase  in  population  leads  to  an  increased  number  of  automobiles 
on  the  road  which  leads  to  faster  deterioration  of  the  roadway,  and 
therefore,  increased  maintenance  costs. 

Air  quality  also  suffers  from  thousands  of  cars  idling  on  congested 
roadways.  According  to  the  Texas  Air  Control  Board,  Region  VIII,  which 
includes  the  Dallas-Fort  Worth  Metroplex,  is  listed  as  a  moderate  non- 
attainment  area  for  ozone.  One  of  the  intended  benefits  of  commuter  rail 
service  is  the  reduced  use  of  vehicles  by  transit  patrons  and  a 
corresponding  reduction  in  vehicular  organic  pollutants.  This  is  hoped 
to  result  in  an  overall  reduction  of  air  pollution  levels. 

Service  between  the  two  CBDs  will  be  provided  in  phases  in  order  to  hold 
down  the  initial  costs  of  construction  and  to  allow  time  for  the  demand 
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for  the  service  to  grow.  Phase  I  will  begin  in  downtown  Dallas  in  late 
1994  and  will  run  through  the  hospital  district  to  South  Irving  every 
25  minutes.  Initially,  the  service  will  be  provided  in  morning  and 
afternoon  rush  hours  only.  Occasionally  special  trains  may  run  as 
needed. 

Phase  II  of  service  will  continue  from  Irving  to  downtown  Fort  Worth. 
Four  station  stops  are  planned  as  the  line  runs  through  the  cities  of 
Grand  Prairie,  Arlington,  Hurst,  Richland  Hills  and  Haltom  City  before 
it  reaches  Fort  Worth  where  two  stops  are  planned.  Downtown  Fort 
Worth's  service  will  be  provided  via  a  modest  platform  stop  serving 
North/Central  downtown  and  then  the  terminus  at  the  Texas  and  Pacific 
Intermodal  Transportation  Center. 

Phase  I  operation  from  downtown  Dallas  to  South  Irving  should  attract 
approximately  3,200  daily  riders  at  a  capital  cost  of  $44.6  million  and  $3 
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million  in  operating  and  administrative  costs.  Annual  revenues  from 
that  phase  are  estimated  to  be  $1.6  million. 

Phase  II,  from  Irving  to  Fort  Worth  should  attract  5,700  daily  riders  with 
$76  million  additional  capital  costs.  Operation  and  administrative  costs 
will  be  $9.5  million  with  $4.1  million  revenue  return. 

Fully  bi-directional,  25  minute  service  will  add  an 
additional  $59  million  in  capital  costs  with  $14.8  million 
additional  operating  and  administrative  costs  and  $7.8 
million  in  revenues  received  from  10,500  daily  riders. 


The  Intermodal  Surface  Transportation  Efficiency  Act  of 
1991  aSTEA)  authorized  a  total  of  $19.1  million  for  the 
RAILTRAN    project.       This    authorization    was    split 
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between  the  Federal  Highway  Administration  (FHWA) 
and  the  Federal  Transit  Administration  (FTA). 
Section  1108.  Priority  Intermodal  Projects  authorized 
$13.4  million  to  the  Fort  Worth  Intermodal 
Transportation  Project  to  be  constructed  at  the  historic 
Texas  and  Pacific  Building  in  downtown  Fort  Worth 
under  the  auspices  of  the  Federal  Highway 
Administration. 


Section  3035  authorized,  under  the  Federal  Transit 
Administration,  a  total  of  $5,680,000  for  the  RAILTRAN 
project.  This  authorization  was  to  be  split  into  two 
allocations.  The  first  allocation  was  authorized  in 
FY  1992  in  the  amount  of  $2,480,000.    This  allocation 
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has  been  appropriated  and  aa  grant  application  has  been 
filed  by  the  Fort  Worth  Transportation  Authority 
(FWTA)  on  behalf  of  RAILTRAN.  The  second  allocation 
was  for  $3,200,000  in  FY  1993.  Unfortunately,  this 
amount  was  dropped  in  the  last  appropriation  bill. 


Local  commitment  for  this  project  is  high.  DART  has 
included  it  in  their  service  plan  for  a  number  of  years. 
They  have  committed  $40  million  in  local  funds  to  start 
this  service.  Citizens  in  Irving  have  been  vocal 
supporters  of  quick  initiation  of  service  to  their  area. 
Numerous  Council  actions  from  Irving  have 
demonstrated  their  continuing  commitment  and  desire 
for  service. 
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North  Texas  Commission,  an  association  of  business  and 
community  leaders  in  the  Metroplex,  have  formed  a  task 
force  to  help  implement  the  service  as  quickly  as 
possible. 


The  voters  of  Richland  Hills  approved  the  levy  of  a  half 
cent  sales  tax  to  join  the  Fort  Worth  Transportation 
Authority  so  that  they  would  be  assured  of  service  along 
the  line. 


Bell  Helicopter  has  donated  the  use  of  a  portion  of  their 
parking  lot  for  a  station  site  so  that  their  employees  can 
easily  access  the  service. 
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Business  leaders  in  both  downtown  Fort  Worth  and 
Dallas  support  the  service  as  a  way  to  bring  more  people 
into  the  downtown  areas  thereby  preserving  the 
economic  growth  and  vitality  of  the  areas. 


RAILTRAN  commuter  rail  service  is  vitally  needed  in 
this  area.  The  federal  government's  conmaitment  to  this 
project  has  been  demonstrated  by  the  original  purchase 
grant  and  authorization  in  the  1991  ISTEA  legislation. 
Preliminary  engineering  will  begin  soon  for  Phase  II. 
Phase  I  service  is  scheduled  to  begin  in  late  1994.  In 
order  to  keep  this  project  moving,  we  need  your 
continued  assistance.  We  need  to  have  an  earmark  of 
$27  million  in  FY  1994  and  an  additional  $54  million  in 
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Fiscal  Years  1995  and  1996.  This  will  assist  us  in 
completing  all  the  required  engineering  and  beginning 
construction  in  FY  1994.  The  continual  earmarks  are 
needed  so  that  construction  of  stations,  rail  trackage 
upgrades  and  passing  sidings,  and  purchase  of 
equipment  can  be  completed  in  a  timely  manner.  Our 
goal  is  to  have  service  from  Fort  Worth  to  Dallas  by 
late  1996. 


Your  support  over  the  years  of  this  worthwhile  project 
has  been  vital  and  appreciated.  Your  continued  support 
will  mean  the  completion  of  this  much  needed  service. 
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RAILTRAN  Corridor  Commuter  Rail 
On  Track  to  a  Station  Near  You 


RAIL  TRAN  Corridor  Commuter  Rail 
Offers  an  Alternative  to  Freeway 
Congestion 

By  the  year  2000,  Dallas  County  is 
expected  to  be  the  sixth  fastest  grow- 
ing county  in  the  United  States  in 
terms  of  jobs,  and  Tarrant  County  is 
targeted  to  rank  17th.  According  to 
estimates,  Dallas  County  is  expected 
to  gain  204,000  residents,  eindTanant 
County  175,000.  As  more  people 
move  to  the  Dallas-Fort  Worth  area, 
traffic  congestion  and  pollution  are 
going  to  increase.  To  plan  for  this 
prospective  growth,  the  North  Central 
Texas  Council  of  Governments  in  1 991 
commissioned  a  year-long  study 
funded  by  the  Federal  Transit  Admin- 
istration (FTA)  to  develop  recommen- 
dations for  commuter  rsiil  service  con- 
necting Dallas  and  Fort  Worth  on  the 
FIAILTRAN  corridor  including  the  Mid- 
Cities  and  the  Dallas/Fort  Worth  Inter- 
national Airport. 

This  report  has  been  produced  to  let 
you  know  what  is  being  proposed  for 
the  RAILTRAN  corridor  jind  to  sum- 
marize the  study's  findings.  These 
findings  show  a  significant  need  for  a 
commuter  rail  system  that  provides 
frequent  peak-hour  and  midday  ser- 
vice. The  report  also  should  answer 
most  of  your  questions  at>out  the  route, 
stations,  fares,  schedules,  funding  and 
costs. 

RAILTRAN  Beginnings 

In  the  early  1 980s,  sensing  that  the 
Dallas-Fort  Worth  corridor  had  poten- 
tial as  a  future  commuter  rail  line,  the 
Cities  of  Dallas  and  Fort  Worth  jointly 
purchased  34  miles  of  the  former  Chi- 


cago, Rock  Island  &  Pacific  Railway 
for$34  million.  Through  the  purchase, 
RAILTFIAN  was  created.  The  Federal 
Transit  Administration  of  the  United 
States  Department  of  Transportation 
provided  most  of  the  money  for  this 
purchase  with  additional  financial  sup- 
port provided  by  the  Texas  Depart- 
ment of  Transportation  and  the  Cities 
of  Dallas  and  Fort  Worth. 

RAILTRAN  consists  of  a  six-member 
Policy  Committee,  three  members 
each  appointed  by  the  Dallas  and  Fort 
Worth  City  Councils.  The  Committee 
is  responsible  for  mciking  policy,  man- 
agement and  operations  recommen- 
dations to  the  two  City  Councils  re- 
garding the  34  miles  of  RAILTRAN 
right-of-way. 

Area  transit  systems,  Dallas  Area 


Rapid  Transit  (DART)  and  the  Fort 
Worth  Transportation  Authority  (the 
T),  also  have  played  important  roles 
by  developing  comprehensive  plans 
for  public  transportation  using  the 
RAILTRAN  corridor.  Dallas/Fort  Worth 
International  Airport  is  also  planning 
for  possible  future  rail  passenger  ac- 
cess. 

The  Corridor  and  Proposed 
Stations 

Today,  the  Union  Pacific  and 
Burtington  Northem  railroads  operate 
freight  service  in  the  RAILTRAN  corri- 
dor. When  commuter  service  begins, 
all  train  schedules  will  be  coordinated 
to  provide  priority  service  for  commut- 
ers. This  is  especially  tme  since  the 
rail  bed  consists  of  a  single  track.  In 
accordance  with  the  DART  Service 


Modem  bi-level  cars  and  attractive  stations  make  commuter  travel 
a  pleasure. 
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Ticket  vending  machines  and  information  panels  will  be  available 
at  each  station. 


Plan,  commuter  service  would  be  in- 
troduced in  phases,  beginning  with 
DART'S  morning  and  afternoon  peak- 
period  service  between  Dallas  Union 
Station  and  South  Irving,  scheduled  to 
start  in  1 994.  Phased  extensions  of 
service  will  take  commuter  trains  on  to 
the  Mid-Cities  and  Fort  Worth,  and 
eventually  to  Dallas/Fort  Worth  Inter- 
national Airport. 

Later  phases  of  RAILTRAN  corridor 
commuter  service  will  be  two-direc- 
tional and  serve  peak  and  off-peak 
riders  in  both  downtown  Dallas  and 
Fort  Worth,  the  Mid-Cities  and  at  DFW 
International  Airport. 

Stations  will  be  well  lit,  safe,  easy  to 
use,  and  conveniently  located.  Plans 
for  most  stations  call  for  modest,  eco- 
nomical facilities  consisting  of  plat- 
forms, parking  lotsand  commuter  drop- 
off areas.  Some  locations  will  provide 
local  bus  or  light  rail  connections,  and 
all  stations  will  be  fully  accessible  to 
disabled  passengers. 

We  Plan  to  Gear  Our  Schedule  to 
Yours 

In  developing  proposed  train  sched- 
ules, many  factors  were  considered, 
such  as  ridership  projections  and  track 
requirements — including  initial  siding 
locations  to  provide  two-directional  ser- 


vice. Issues  such  as  double-tracking 
the  single-track  line  entirely  to  allow 
commuter  and  freight  trains  to  increase 
their  frequencies  and  the  amount  of 
potentially  available  funding  for  the 
service  were  also  considered. 

The  initial  proposed  schedule  is  de- 
signed to  meet  commuters'  peak-hour 
needs,  and  as  more  track  and  trains 
are  added,  commuter  rail  will  offer 
more  choices  and  become  even  more 
convenient  to  use. 


Your  Ticket  to  Ride 

Purchasing  commuter  rail  tickets  will 
be  simple  at  automatic  ticket  vending 
machines  to  be  installed  at  all  sta- 
tions. Riders  will  choose  from  a  vari- 
ety of  regular,  monthly  pass,  multiride 
and  discount  fares.  Tickets  will  also 
be  available  by  mail  and  at  other  loca- 
tions. Commuter  rail  tickets  will  be 
valid  for  transferring  to  or  from  buses 
and  light  rail  in  Dallas  and  Fort  Worth. 

This  service  is  planned  to  operate 
under  the  self-service  system,  where 
proof  of  payment  is  required.  While  on 
board,  fare  inspectors  will  check  to 
see  that  passengers  hold  valid  tickets 
or  passes. 

TTie  Trains 

Passengers  will  ride  in  modem,  reli- 
able and  comfortable  coaches, 
equipped  with  full  climate  control,  air- 
conditioning  and  other  amenities.  All 
trains  and  stations  will  be  accessible 
to  passengers  with  disabilities. 

Commutertrains  will  use  self-proF)elled 
diesel  cars  or  locomotives  and  com- 
muter-type passenger  (either  single 
or  bi-level)  cars.  The  trains  will  be  able 
to  go  in  either  direction  in  the  "push- 


Interior  of  modem  air  conditioned  commuter  car  has  comfortable  seats 
and  excellent  visibility. 
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pull"  mode  used  throughout  the  U.S. 
in  commuter  train  operations.  The 
locomotive  pulls  the  train  in  one  direc- 
tion (for  example  from  Fort  Worth  to 
Dallas)  and  pushes  the  train  in  the 
opposite  direction  (Dallas  to  Fort 
Worth).  Riding  on  trains  traveling 
between  60  and  70  miles  per  hour, 
passengers  can  expect  a  trip  between 
the  Dallas  and  Fort  Worth  Central 
Business  Districts  to  take  about  60 
minutes. 

Commuter  Rail  at  an  Affordable 
Price 

To  permit  fast,  efficient  service,  while 
maintaining  high  standards,  including 
increased  comfort,  capacity  and  reli- 
ability, the  condition  of  the  existing 
track  must  be  improved.  Funding 
availability  will  be  a  deciding  factor  in 
scheduling  improvements,  buying 
equipment  or  expanding  service. 

Money  designated  for  capital  costs 
will  go  toward  buying  the  locomotives 
and  coaches,  installing  and  upgrad- 
ing rails  and  bridges,  installing  signals 
and  building  storage  and  maintenarKe 
facilities.  Local  governments  and 
nearby  businesses  may  contribute  to 
station  development  Including  paB- 
senger  facilities  and  parking.  Addi- 
tional right-of-way  costs  are  minimal, 
since  the  original  purchase  in  1983 


Portable  access  ramp  provides  full  accessibility  for  the  disabled  from  adja- 
cent mini-platform. 


included  right-of-way  for  the  entire 
corridor. 

TTie  Dollars  and  Cents  of  RAIL  TRAN 
Corridor  Operation 

The  estimated  annual  operating  cost 
for  the  commuter  rail  service  covers 
employee  salaries,  equipment  and 
facility  maintenance,  insurance,  ad- 
vertising, revenue  collection  and  ad- 
ministrative expenses. 


The  modem  diesel  locomotive  is  cost-effective  and  state-of-the-art. 


Financing  Commuter  Rail 

Funds  for  start-up  and  operations  will 
come  from  a  combination  of  sources, 
including: 


Farebox  revenue 

Local  funds 

Sales  taxes  collected  from 
DART  and  the  "T 

Federal  Transit  Administra- 
tion 

Federal  Highway  Administra- 
tion 

Other  local.  State  and  federal 
govemment  programs 

Equipment  lease  transactions 


Private  funding 

Fees  paid  to  RAILTRAN  by  the  freight 
railroads  and  other  lease  holders  us- 
ing the  right-of-way  also  will  be  a  source 
of  funding  for  commuter  rail  start-up 
and  operations.  The  freight  lines  will 
continue  to  pay  fees  to  use  the  corri- 
dor and  will  be  a  primary  source  of 
funding  for  maintaining  the  right-of- 
way  after  commuter  service  begins. 
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The  RAILTRAN  Commuter  Rail  Corridor 
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Commuter  railroad  single  deck  cab  car  allows  train  to  run 
in  either  direction. 


Amtrak  and  a  tourist  railroad  have 
also  expressed  interest  in  using  the 
right-of-way,  which  could  generate 
additional  income. 

Commuter  Rail  Benefits  the  Region 

The  arrival  of  commuter  rail  will  have 
many  positive  impacts  on  the  area, 
from  giving  the  economy  a  boost  to 
improving  air  quality.  As  a  result,  the 
region  will  be  a  better  place  to  live, 
woric  and  play. 

Commuter  rail  will  provide  many  traf- 
fic-related benefits,  too.  For  example, 
the  RAILTRAN  Corridor  Commuter 
Rail  Planning  and  Implementation 
Study  found  that  commuter  rail  will: 

•  Eliminate  9,000  commuter 
vehicles  per  day  from  the  high- 
way system. 

•  Reduce  vehicle  miles  of  travel 
by  32,000,000  per  year  — 
that  figure  equals  the  travel  of 
2,000  cars  in  an  average  cal- 
endar year. 

•  Reduce  ftjel  consumption  by 
1,500,000  gallons  per  year. 

•  Reduce  air  quality  emissions: 


cartx)n  monoxide  by  1 36 
tons  per  year 

-      hydrocartwns  by  30  tons 
per  year 

nitrogen  oxides  by    38 
tons  per  year 

•  Reduce  congestion  during 
S.H.  183  and  I.H.  30  improve- 
ments. 


Besides  Improving  tfie  air  we  breatt>e, 
commuter  trains,  and  the  region's 
growing  transportation  network  will 
provide  a  variety  of  reliable  and  de- 
pendable commuting  options,  not  to 
mentkjn  a  monetary  savings  over  driv- 
ing. Add  up  the  real  cost  of  driving — 
insurance,  gas,  repairs,  and  the  wear 
and  tear  on  your  car  —  and  commuter 
rail  makes  sense. 

On  the  economic  front,  the  region  will 
benefit  as  capital  Is  expended  to  build 
commuter  rail  stations  and  make  line 
improvements.  Additionally,  the 
system's  first  three  construction 
phases  au-e  expected  to  attract  invest- 
ments totaling  approximately  $400 
million  throughout  other  sectors  of  the 
economy.  For  the  corridor  cities,  these 
investments  translate  into  real  estate 
devekjpment,  heightened  commercial 
activity  and  enhancement  of  existing 
properties  and  businesses.  As  this 
development  increases,  so  will  prop- 
erty values,  jobs  and  services,  and  the 
region's  tetx  base. 

RAILTRAN  Corridor  Commuter  Rail 
—  it's  Dallas-Fort  Worth's  ticket  to 
greater  mobility. 


Commuters  enjoy  an  alternative  to  highway  congestion. 


340 


Proposed  Start-Up  Phasing  and 
Level  of  Service 


PHASE  1  (1994) 


-  DALLAS-SOUTH  IRVING 

-  Peak  Period  Service 


PHASE  2  (1996) 


-  DALLAS-SOUTH  IRVING-FORT  WORTH  9TH  STREET* 

-  Bus  Connection  to  DFW  Airport 

-  Peak  Period  and  Limited  Off-Peak  Service 

-  Phase  2A  has  50  Minute  Headways;  2B-25  Minutes 


PHASE  3  (Approximately  1996/1998) 


-  DALLAS-SOUTH  IRVING-FORT  WORTH 

-  Service  Extended  to  Fort  Worth  Intenmodal  Center 

-  New  Stop  at  Irving  Belt  Line  Road 

-  Bus  Connection  to  DFW  Airport 

-  Additional  Off-Peak  and  Weekend  Service  with 
Double  Track  Construction 


PHASE  4  (To  Be  Determined) 


EXTENSION  TO  DALLAS/FORT  WORTH 
INTERNATIONAL  AIRPORT 

Possible  Extension  to  Dallas  Convention  Center 


Incremental  Capital  Costs  (1992  $)                    1 

Phase  1 

Phase  2A 

Phase  2B 

Phase  3 

$44.5 
Million 

$76.0 
Million 

$45.0 
Million 

$59.0 
Million 

Total  Annual  Operating  and  Administrative  Costs  (1992  $)  1 

Phase  1 

Phase  2A 

Phase  2B 

Phase  3 

$3.0 
Million 

$9.5 
Million 

$11.1 
Million 

$14.8 
Million 

Alternative  locations  to  be  refined 


RAILTRAN  Corridor 
Commuter  Rail  Stations 

1 .  Fort  Worth  Intermoda! 
Transportation  Center 

(Phases  3  &  4) 

2.  Fort  Worth  9th  Street* 

(Phases  2  through  4) 

3.  Handley-Edervllle 

(Phases  2  through  4) 

4.  Hurst-Bell 

(Phases  2  through  4) 

5.  N.  Arllngton-F.M.  157 

(Phases  2  through  4) 

6.  Centreport/Alrport 

(Phases  2  through  4) 

7.  Belt  Line 

(Phases  3  &  4) 

8.  South  Irving  Transit  Center 

(Phases  1  through  4) 

9.  Medical/Market  Center 

(Phases  1  through  4) 

10.  Dallas  Union  Station 

(Phases  1  through  4) 

11.  DFW  International  Airport 

(Phase  4) 

12.  Dallas  Convention  Center 

(To  be  determined) 


TTie  preparation  of  this  report  >)as  been 
financed  in  part  by  the  U.S.  Department 
of  Transportation,  Federal  Transit 
Administration.   Ttiis  document  is 
disseminated  under  the  sponsorship  of 
the  U.S.  Department  of  Transportation  in 

the  interest  of  information  exchange. 

The  United  States  Government  assumes 

no  liability  for  its  content  or  use  therof. 


This  RAIL  TFIAN  Corridor  commuter  rail 
folder  is  published  by  the  North  Central 

Texas  Council  of  Governments  in 
association  with  the  City  of  Dallas,  the 
City  of  Fort  Worth,  the  Dallas  Fort  Worth 
International  Airport.  FIAILTRAN,  Dallas 
Area  Rapid  Transit  and  the  Fort  Worth 
Transportation  Authority. 

For  copies  of  the  detailed  technical 
reports,  contact  the  North  Central  Texas 
Council  of  Govennments  (NCTCOG),  P.O. 
Box  5888,  Arlington,  Texas  78005-5888. 


December  1992 
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Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Garrison. 

Mr.  DeLay? 

Mr.  DeLay.  I  have  no  questions. 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Wolf? 

Mr.  Wolf.  When  it  is  finished,  what  will  the  Federal  involve- 
ment be?  This  year  you  are  £isking  for  $27  million? 

Mr.  Garrison.  Through  phase  II  would  be  a  total  of  $81  million 
of  Federal  money. 

Mr.  Wolf.  There  was  Federal  involvement  in  the  purchase  of  the 
right-of-way. 

Mr.  Garrison.  That's  right. 

Mr.  Wolf.  How  much  was  that? 

Mr.  Garrison.  That  was  $27  million. 

Mr.  Wolf.  And  how  much  was  the  local? 

Mr.  Garrison.  That  was  10  percent  from  the  State  of  Texas  and 
then  10  percent  from  the  two  cities. 

Mr.  Wolf.  For  the  purchase  of  the  right-of-way? 

Mr.  Garrison.  That's  correct. 

Mr.  Wolf.  That  was  in  1984? 

Mr.  Garrison.  That's  right. 

Mr.  Wolf.  And  now  you  are  coming  in  this  year  asking  for  what? 

Mr.  Garrison,  For  $27  million  as  the  first  third  of  an  anticipated 
$81  million  to  complete  the  service  into  Fort  Worth. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Of  the  $81  million  Federal? 

Mr.  Garrison.  Yes. 

Mr.  Wolf.  How  much  of  that  will  be  State  and  local? 

Mr.  Garrison.  Whatever  the  required  local  match  would  be, 
which  is  20  percent. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Has  there  been  any  thought  of  putting  in  any  more 
than  the  20  percent? 

Ms.  Pyles.  We  have  the  ability  to  overmatch. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Has  there  been  a  voters  referendum  on  this  project  or 
a  bond  issue  or  anything  which  would  show  that  there  is  local  sup- 
port? You  mentioned  that  there  is  strong  local  support.  Has  there 
been  a  referendum? 

Mr.  Garrison.  There  has  been  no  referendum. 

Mr.  Wolf.  What  is  the  basis  of  saying  that  there  is  strong  sup- 
port? 

Mr.  Garrison.  The  previous  testimony  indicates  the  political  sup- 
port. All  the  communities  along  the  line 

Mr.  Wolf.  There  are  no  people  opposed  to  it,  basically? 

Mr.  Garrison.  That's  correct. 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  have  no  further  questions. 

Thank,  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Durbin? 

Mr.  Durbin.  No  questions,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Foglietta? 

Mr.  FoGUETTA.  No  questions,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  have  a  question  of  Mr.  Geren. 

If  you  can  and  if  you  remember,  given  that  the  Federal  share  is 
expected  to  be  an  80/20  match,  can  you  tell  us  why  the  authorizing 
committee  only  provided  $19.1  million?  Is  there  any  rhyme  or 
reason  to  that? 
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Mr.  Geren.  I  can't  remember.  I  need  to  go  back  and  look.  My 
memory  on  that  is  a  little  weak. 

Mr.  Carr.  If  we  were  to  listen  to  our  friends  on  Public  Works 
and  Transportation,  the  guidance  is  that  we  give  20  and  the  locals 
give  80.  I  am  not  tr3dng  to  be  cute  here.  I  am  just  trying  to  find  out 
if  there  is  some  message  from  the  authorizing  committee  on  this. 

Mr.  Geren.  I  need  to  go  back  and  refresh  my  recollection.  I  will 
be  glad  to  report  back  to  you  on  that.  It  was  an  issue  we  addressed. 

Mr.  Carr.  It  w£is  a  few  years  ago. 

Mr.  Frost.  The  DART  system  is  80/20  with  80  percent  local. 
That  is  a  very  significant  overmatch,  which  we  testified  on  yester- 
day. 

Mr.  Carr.  And  the  match  on  this  is  b£isically  reversed. 

Mr.  Frost.  Mr.  Chairman,  of  course  the  DART  system  has  a 
sales  tax  authority  and  has  collected  a  considerable  amount  of 
money  in  sales  tax.  That  is  why  they  were  able  to  overmatch  to 
such  a  significant  degree. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  think  I  recall  from  your  testimony,  Mr.  Garrison, 
that  there  is  a  sales  tax  for  this  one,  too.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  Garrison.  For  part  of  the  distance. 

Ms.  Pyles.  It  is  from  the  transit  authority,  not  RAILTRAN  itself. 

Mr.  Garrison.  RAILTRAN  has  no  taxing  authority. 

Mr.  Carr.  The  voters  of  Richland  Hills,  apparently — 

Mr.  Garrison.  They  joined  authority  recently  in  anticipation  of 
this. 

Mr.  Carr.  And  they  levied  a  .5  cent  sales  tax. 

Ms.  Pyles.  As  their  participation  in  the  transportation  authority. 

Mr.  Carr.  Right. 

Ms.  Pyles.  But  it  is  not  specifically  for  the  RAILTRAN  project.  It 
involves  all  of  their  transportation. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  see. 

Mr.  Garrison.  The  Council  of  Governments  has  been  very  active 
in  this. 

Mr.  Carr.  What  were  the  ridership  projections  again,  when  com- 
pleted? 

Ms.  Pyles.  When  completed,  it  is  approximately  11,000  daily 
riders. 

Mr.  Carr.  And  how  was  that  projection  arrived  at?  As  I  said  yes- 
terday, we  find  that  the  ridership  projections  tend  to  be  promotion- 
al, at  least  at  the  outset  of  a  project,  and  then  they  get  more  real 
as  the  camel  starts  to  come  under  the  tent. 

Mr.  Garrison.  A  year  ago,  when  we  were  in  your  office,  you  cau- 
tioned us  about  bringing  pie-in-the-sky  projects  to  you.  So  the  rider- 
ship on  this  one  has  been  developed  by  the  staff  of  the  Council  of 
Governments  and  they  have  used  the  criteria  used  by  the  FTA. 
You  gave  us  a  little  lecture  about  what  to  bring,  so  I  think  we 
heard  your  lecture. 

Mr.  Carr.  So  you  are  using  FTA  standards  for  the  forecEist? 

Mr.  Garrison.  That's  correct. 

Mr.  Frost.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  cities  of  Dallas  and  Fort  Worth 
are  approximately  the  same  distance  as  Washington  and  Balti- 
more. The  population  of  Dallsis  County  and  Tarrant  County  is  very 
significant.  In  1990,  it  was  3.918  million.  The  projected  population 
for  the  year  2000  is  4.5  million  in  the  Dallas  County  and  Tarrant 
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County  area.  So  you  have  a  very  significant  population  density 
with  the  two  end  points  30  miles  apart. 

I  think  their  estimate  is  very  conservative  in  terms  of  the  rider- 
ship. 

Mr.  Geren.  After  a  consultation  staff  and  other  people  working 
on  this  project,  I  can  respond  to  your  earlier  question  now. 

The  $19.1  million  that  was  in  ISTEA  was  for  the  planning  and 
acquisition  of  right-of-way  and  some  other  ancillary  facilities  asso- 
ciated with  this.  The  $27  million  that  we  seek  today  was  part  of  the 
original  authorization. 

Mr.  Carr.  You're  a  member  of  that  committee,  right? 

Mr.  Geren.  Yes,  I  am,  as  well  as  Ms.  Johnson. 

Mr.  Geren.  We're  planning  on  both  committees  working  hand-in- 
glove  on  this  issue.  [Laughter.] 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Coleman? 

Mr.  Coleman.  I  have  no  specific  questions,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you  for  being  here.  As  always,  your  testimony 
is  very  helpful. 
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AGBNCY 

Mr.  Carr.  I  am  now  going  to  call  upon  the  vice  chairman  of  this 
subcommittee,  Mr.  Durbin,  to  introduce  the  next  witness. 

Mr.  Durbin.  I  would  like  to  have  Mr.  Furmanek  and  Mr.  Leary 
to  please  join  us  here.  I  apologize  for  being  late  and  out  of  sequence 
to  introduce  them.  They  will  be  testifying  this  morning  on  the 
St.  Louis  Metro  Link  light  rail  system,  which  has  been  an  object 
of  concern  by  this  subcommittee  for  many  years.  I  am  happy  to 
report  that  we  are  coming  into  the  home  stretch.  I  would  like  to 
introduce  at  this  time  Mr.  Furmanek,  who  is  chairman  of  the 
Board  of  Commissioners  of  the  Bi-State  Development  Agency,  and 
John  Leary,  executive  director,  who  will  testify  about  the  status  of 
the  project. 

Mr.  Furmanek.  Thank  you.  Congressman  Durbin. 

Good  morning,  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee. 

As  Congressman  Durbin  said,  I  am  Robert  J.  Furmanek,  chair- 
man of  the  board  of  the  Bi-State  Development  Agency,  which  is  re- 
sponsible for  the  construction  and  operation  of  the  Missouri/Illi- 
nois Metro  Link  project. 

First  of  all,  I  would  like  to  thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  for  the  op- 
portunity to  testify  before  your  committee  and  also  for  your  past 
support  of  the  Metro  Link  project.  As  a  resident  of  Illinois,  I  would 
like  to  thank  my  congressman.  Congressman  Durbin,  for  his  stead- 
fast support  for  this  project  from  its  beginning  and  his  continued 
support.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Durbin. 
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With  me,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  Mr.  John  K.  Leary,  Jr.,  our  executive 
director,  and  Mr.  Steven  Willis,  our  project  manager  for  Metro 
Link. 

You  have  our  submitted  testimony,  so  right  now  I  would  like  to 
briefly  outline  the  key  points. 

I  am  pleased  to  report  that  we  have  succeeded  in  keeping  our 
word  to  the  committee  that  we  would  keep  the  project  on  time  and 
within  the  cost  allowed  under  the  full  funding  agreement.  Mr. 
Leary,  our  executive  director,  will  shortly  outline  for  you  our  fiscal 
year  1994  funding  request,  which  reflects  instructions  Congress 
gave  us  last  year  to  borrow  necessary  funds  to  open  our  system  on 
time. 

In  addition,  we  are  asking  the  committee  to  consider  a  funding 
request  to  purchase  54  alternative  fuel  buses,  having  a  unique  do- 
nation of  local  match,  which  will  greatly  improve  our  bus  system. 

I  would  now  like  to  introduce  Mr.  Leary. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Robert  Furmanek  follows:] 
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HOUSE  APPROPRIATIONS  COMMITTEE 

HONORABLE  ROBERT  CARR,  CHAIRMAN 

March  24,  1993 

by 

Robert  J .  Furmanek 

Chairman,  Board  of  Commissioners 

Bi- State  Development  Agency 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  Robert  Furmanek,  Chairman  of  the  Board  of 
the  Bi-State  Development  Agency.   Our  Agency  is  responsible  for 
the  construction  and  operation  of  the  Missouri/Illinois  Metro 
Link  light  rail  project.   When  Metro  Link  begins  revenue  service 
this  July,  it  will  be  part  of  a  fully  integrated  regional 
transportation  system  complemented  by  our  bus  fleet  and 
paratransit  vans. 

I  would  like ,  Mr .  Chairman ,  to  focus  on  three  key  points . 
First,  we  appreciate  very  much  the  Committee's  past  support  for 
Metro  Link.   We  have  succeeded  in  keeping  our  word  to  the 
Committee  that  we  would  complete  the  project  on  time  and  within 
the  costs  allowed  and  agreed  to  in  our  full  funding  grant 
agreement . 

Secondly,  the  Committee's  instructions  to  us  last  year  were 
to  continue  with  the  project  realizing  that  delayed  construction 
would  only  be  more  costly  and  to  borrow  the  necessary  funds  to 
meet  our  July  '93  opening.   We  abided  by  that  request  and  now 
come  to  you  asking  assistance  in  fulfilling  financial  obligations 
necessary  to  complete  the  project,  as  well  as  operating  and 
capital  requirements  of  the  entire  integrated  bus-rail  system. 

Third,  we  have  a  unique  opportunity  to  address  the  critical 
regional  issues  of  air  quality  and  improved  transportation 
services  for  the  disabled.   We  have  a  pledge  of  support  from 
Laclede  Gas  Company,  a  St.  Louis-based  utility,  which  has  agreed 
to  a  $3  million  local  match  of  federal  dollars  toward  the 
purchase  of  wheelchair  lift-equipped  conpressed  natural  gas  buses 
and  related  facility  modifications. 

I  would  now  like  to  turn  to  Mr.  Jack  Leary,  Executive 
Director  of  the  Bi-State  Development  Agency,  who  will  provide 
additional  details  on  federal  funding  needs  of  the  St.  Louis' 
transit  system. 
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Mr.  Leary.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Furmanek. 

Good  morning,  Mr.  Chairman.  My  name  is  Jack  Leary  and  I  am 
the  executive  director  of  the  Bi-State  Development  Agency.  I  want 
to  thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  come  before  you  and  highlight 
some  of  the  key  points  of  the  fiscal  year  1994  funding  request  for 
Metro  Link  and  our  Metro  bus  system.  A  detailed  statement  has 
been  submitted  to  your  committee  for  the  record. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  proud  to  report  to  you — as  you  can  see 
from  the  photographs  on  the  table,  the  project  is  now  90  percent 
complete.  It  has  exceeded  every  expectation  we  had.  We  expect  to 
meet  our  scheduled  opening  date  of  this  coming  July.  Test  trains 
are  running  today  as  we  speak.  It  is  running  without  a  hitch.  The 
project  is  on  budget  and  it  is  within  the  cost  allowed  under  our  full 
funding  grant  agreement. 

Our  fiscal  year  1994  funding  request  is  $19,596  million  and  will 
allow  us  to  complete  phase  I  of  this  project.  This  amount,  as  you 
know,  includes  the  shortfall  from  the  fiscal  year  1993  appropriation 
and  the  $7  million  we  deferred  last  year.  It  also  includes  the 
$800,000  loan  carrying  cost  under  the  authority  you  granted  to  us 
last  year  to  continue  the  construction  and  remain  on  schedule. 

This  year,  we  are  also  coming  to  the  committee  that  we're  quite 
excited  about  in  that  it  helps  deal  with  St.  Louis'  status  as  a  non- 
attainment  area.  Specifically,  we  are  requesting  a  $16.9  million  ap- 
propriation to  purchase  54  natural  gas-fueled  buses  to  enhance  our 
aging  fleet  and  to  allow  us  to  integrate  our  bus  system  into  our 
new  Metro  Link  light  rail  operation. 

We  have  persuaded  the  local  public  utility  in  Saint  Louis  to  pro- 
vide us  with  the  $3  million  of  local  share,  which  is  a  unique  cooper- 
ative effort,  public/private  partnership,  and  it  is  the  first  time  we 
will  be  able  to  bring  these  kind  of  buses  to  Saint  Louis.  These 
buses,  as  well  as  complying  with  the  Clean  Air  Act  goals,  will  be 
wheelchair-equipped  for  the  disabled  and  will  be  a  major  improve- 
ment to  our  bus  fleet. 

In  conclusion,  Mr.  Chairman,  Metro  Link  has  had  a  major 
impact  on  the  economy  of  our  region,  creating  thousands  of  jobs 
and  revitalizing  some  of  the  most  historic  parts  of  Saint  Louis 
using  and  utilizing  old  infrastructure,  including  the  historic  Eads 
Bridge  and  the  downtown  tunnel  that  Congressman  Durbin  is  so  fa- 
miliar with. 

Therefore,  we  respectfully  request  your  help  this  year  to  allow  us 
to  complete  this  phase  of  the  project  and  at  the  same  time  improve 
our  bus  system. 

Thank  you  very  much. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  John  Leary,  Jr.  follows:] 
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TESTIMONY  PREPARED  FOR 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  TRANSPORTATION 

HOUSE  APPROPRIATIONS  COMMITTEE 

HONORABLE  ROBERT  CARR,  CHAIRMAN 

March  24,  1993 

by 

John  K.  Leary,  Jr. 

Executive  Director 

Bi-State  Development  Agency 

Mr.  Chairman,  to  expand  on  Mr.  Furmanek ' 3  opening 
statement,  I  would  like  to  outline  in  detail  the 
specifics  of  our  Fiscal  Year  1994  funding  requirements 
and  the  status  of  the  Metro  Link  light  rail  project. 

To  update  you  on  Metro  Link,  as  you  can  see  from 
the  photographs  in  your  folders,  construction  is  more 
than  90%  con5>lete.   I  am  proud  to  report  that  the 
project  is  on  schedule  and  within  budget.   As  you  may 
recall,  Mr.  Chairman,  with  a  planned  opening  this  July 
1st,  last  year's  conference  report  granted  us  approval 
to  borrow  funds  needed  to  meet  the  July  1993  opening 
date  specified  in  our  Full  Funding  Agreement,   To  recap 
last  year ' s  requests  and  allocations ,  our  funding 
request  for  FY '93  for  the  first  phase  of  Metro  Link  was 
$46,460,539  while  the  actual  amoTont  received  was  $39.3 
million,  leaving  a  shortfall  of  approximately  $7.2 
million  for  the  1993  requirements.   In  recognition  of 
the  f\inding  squeeze,  we  had  deferred  those  fvmds  needed 
for  the  Berkeley  spur,  as  well  as  the  East  Riverfront 
Station  amounting  to  a  total  of  $7,456,722  to  coincide 
with  the  expansion  of  Lambert-St.  Louis  International 
Airport  and  the  Jefferson  National  Expansion  Memorial 
on  the  East  St.  Louis  Riverfront. 

The  $39.3  million  grant  in  FY '93  has  been  included 
in  an  amendment  to  the  Full  Funding  Grant  Agreement 
which  has  enabled  us  to  accommodate  an  enhanced 
security  and  commxani cations  system,  realignment  and 
design  changes  recpiired  to  serve  Lambert  Airport  and 
additional  costs  of  Icind  acquisition  for  the  system. 
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For  Fiscal  Year  1994,  our  funding  requirement  is 
$19,596,345.   This  includes  the  shortfall  in  the  FY '93 
appropriation  of  $7.2  million;  the  amount  deferred  last 
year  and  now  needed  ($7.5  million);  additional 
extraordinary  expenses  of  $4.1  million;  and  $0.8 
million  for  loan  carrying  expenses  and  FTA  project 
management  oversight  (PMO)  expenses. 

Metro  Link,  together  with  Bi-State's  integrated  bus 
transit  system  promises  the  people  of  the  St.  Louis 
Metropolitan  axBa   significantly  improved  mobility,  new 
opportunities  for  economic  development  and  the  creation 
of  permanent  jobs  as  a  result  of  that  development. 

Alternative  Fuel  Bus  Project 

The  Agency  seeks  to  provide  an  environmentally 
clean  integrated  bus  and  light  rail  system  for  the  St. 
Louis  region  which  has  the  status  of  an  EPA  ozone  non- 
attainment  area. 

We  have  an  excellent  opportunity  to  address  this 
concern  with  a  unique  public/private  partnership  with 
Laclede  Gas  Company  of  St.  Louis.   Since  we  lack  local 
matching  funds ,  Laclede  Gas  has  agreed  to  provide  over 
$3  million  local  match  for  a  $16,903,900  federal 
request  to  purchase  54  natural  gas  fueled  buses  and 
modify  facilities  for  these  buses.   Therefore,  we  are 
requesting  an  appropriation  of  $17  million  in  Section  3 
funds  for  this  importcunt  addition  to  our  bus  fleet.   To 
that  end,  this  public  utility  and  Bi-State  successfully 
cooperated  in  a  test  program  to  determine  the 
feasibility  of  con^ressed  natural  gas  (CNG)  as  a  fuel 
for  buses  to  reach  conpliance  with  clean  air 
legislative  requirements. 

Furthermore,  these  CNG  buses  which  have  been  proven 
to  enhance  air  quality  are  an  advantageous  choice  for 
replacement  of  vehicles  in  our  trsmsit  fleet  because 
they  are  wheelchair  lift-equipped,  and  address  the 
critical  issue  of  appropriate  transportation  services 
for  the  disabled. 

-2- 
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Finally,  Mr.  Chairman,  this  project  has  had  a 
significant  impact  in  the  creation  of  jobs,  revitalized 
old  infrastructure  and  pumped  more  than  $300  million 
into  the  local  economy.   In  conclusion,  Mr.  Chairman ^ 
we  want  to  successfully  con?>lete  this  project  on  time 
and  within  the  costs  allowed  \inder  our  full  fxinding 
grant  agreement.   Just  as  in^ortant,  is  the  need  to 
upgrade  our  trsuisit  fleet  with  wheelchair  lift- 
equipped,  conqpressed  natural  gas  buses  which  are 
environmentcd-ly  clean  and  accessible  to  all.   Bi-State 
needs  your  support  in  fulfilling  the  operating  cuid 
capital  requirements  of  our  entire  multi -modal 
integrated  bus-rail  system.   We  hope  very  much  the 
Committee  will  assist  us  in  achieving  this  goal . 


-3- 
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Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Willis,  do  you  have  a  statement  to  present  as  well? 

Mr.  Leary.  As  one  of  the  previous  people,  Mr.  Willis  is  the 
brains.  [Laughter.] 

Mr.  Carr.  Then  you're  the  one  we  want  to  talk  to.  Who  are  these 
other  guys?  [Laughter.] 

Mr.  Willis.  I  have  no  testimony,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Durbin? 

Mr.  Durbin.  I  have  no  questions,  but  I  do  want  to  make  it  clear 
to  the  members  of  the  subcommittee  that  we  consider  phase  I  as 
the  anchor  for  the  project  in  the  Saint  Louis  metropolitan  area. 
Phase  II,  which  stretches  out  over  on  the  Illinois  side  of  the  river, 
is  presently  under  consideration  and  we  have  some  planning 
money  in  place.  There  are  several  actions  that  are  necessary  from 
the  State  Legislature  as  well  as  local  governments  before  we're 
ready  to  make  the  full  commitment  here.  But  we  will  be  talking 
about  that  during  the  course  of  the  subcommittee  deliberation. 

I  might  also  add  for  the  members  of  the  committee  who  haven't 
flown  through  Saint  Louis  lately  or  been  there,  it  is  amazing  what 
has  been  done  there.  I  want  to  congratulate  the  folks  at  Bi-State. 
You  have  done  a  great  job  in  putting  together  this  project  and  I  am 
happy  to  hear  that  we  will  be  on  time  and  on  budget.  That's  the 
kind  of  thing  we  like  to  hear  from  the  project. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Wolf? 

Mr.  Wolf.  How  much  are  you  asking  for  this  year? 

Mr.  Leary.  Our  request  this  year  is  for  $19.5  million. 

Mr.  Wolf.  And  the  total  Federal  involvement  will  be  what? 

Mr.  Leary.  That  will  bring  the  total  project  cost  to  $345  million 
Federal,  plus  $112  million  in  local. 

Mr.  Wolf.  So  when  it  is  finished,  what  will  it  be? 

Mr.  Leary.  That  will  be  the  total  project  cost. 

Mr.  Wolf.  How  much  has  the  Federal  Government  put  in  to 
date? 

Mr.  Leary.  To  date,  $326  million. 

Mr.  Wolf.  So  this  is  the  last  increment? 

Mr.  Leary.  That's  correct. 

Mr.  Wolf.  And  then  we  won't  see  you  again? 

Mr.  Leary.  This  project  will  be  operational. 

Mr.  Wolf.  But  you  won't  be  back? 

Mr.  Leary.  There  is  a  very  important  segment  in  our  Bi-State 
partnership  with  Illinois. 

Mr.  Wolf.  But  you  will  be  funding  that  locally  and  with  the 
State,  or  will  you  be  coming  back  to  the  committee? 

Mr.  Leary.  There  is  a  move  locally  to  provide  some  funding  for 
the  Department  of  Transportation  in  Illinois. 

Mr.  Wolf.  And  should  you  come  back,  what  would  the  ratio  be 
then?  What  would  you  be  asking  for  then? 

Mr.  Leary.  It  would  be  an  80/20.  It  is  premature  to  say.  The  al- 
ternative analysis  for  that  is  underway  now.  It  will  be  completed  in 
a  few  months.  Preliminary  engineering  will  identify  the  costs, 
which  is  estimated  to  be  in  the  range  of  $350  million  total,  of  which 
we  would  like  to  approach  you  for  80  percent  Federal  share. 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  have  no  further  questions. 
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We  have  a  series  of  questions  we  will  be  giving  you,  but  I  have 
no  further  questions. 

Mr.  Carr.  Is  there  a  local  dedicated  source  of  operating  revenue? 

Mr.  Leary.  Yes,  sir.  We  have  a  .5  cent  regional  sales  tax  that  is 
dedicated  to  public  transportation  in  the  Saint  Louis  region.  It  is 
.25  cent  in  Illinois. 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Foglietta? 

Mr.  FoGUETTA.  No  questions. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you  all  very  much. 


Wednesday,  March  24,  1993. 

SAN  FRANCISCO  BAY  AREA 
WITNESSES 

HON.  NORMAN  MINETA,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 

STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA 
JANE  BAKER,  CHAIR,  METROPOLITAN  TRANSPORTATION  COMMISSION 
SHARON  BANKS,  GENERAL  MANAGER,  ALAMEDA-CONTRA  COSTA  TRAN- 
SIT DISTRICT 
ROD  DIRIDON,  MTC  COMMISSIONER,  SANTA  CLARA  COUNTY  SUPERVISOR 
MARGARET  K.   PRYOR,  DIRECTOR,  SAN  FRANCISCO   BAY  AREA  RAPID 
TRANSIT  DISTRICT 

Mr.  Carr.  Our  next  witnesses  will  be  our  friends  from  the  San 
Francisco  Bay  Area,  Ms.  Jane  Baker,  Chair  of  the  Metropolitan 
Transportation  Commission;  Rod  Diridon,  MTC  Commissioner  from 
Santa  Clara  County,  and  Sharon  Banks,  general  manager  of  the  Al- 
ameda-Contra  Costa  Transit  District,  and  Margaret  Pryor,  director 
of  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Area  Rapid  Transit  District. 

Welcome  to  the  committee.  It  is  nice  to  see  you  again. 

I  understand  that  Congressman  Norm  Mineta  is  intending  to  be 
here  with  you  and  is  down  the  hall.  But  in  the  interest  of  time,  I 
would  like  to  hear  from  him  when  he  arrives. 

Your  statements  will  be  made  a  part  of  the  record  and  we  would 
like  to  hear  your  summation. 

Ms.  Baker.  Thank  you.  I  know  you're  very  busy  and  we  will  try 
to  keep  it  as  short  as  possible.  You  are  in  luck  because  one  of  our 
members'  planes  did  not  arrive,  so  we  are  one  less. 

I  thank  you  for  giving  us  the  opportunity  to  appear  before  your 
committee  to  discuss  San  Francisco  Bay  Area's  perspective  on  Fed- 
eral transportation  appropriations  for  fiscal  year  1994.  My  name  is 
Jane  Baker  and  I  am  chairwoman  of  the  Metropolitan  Transporta- 
tion Commission,  which  is  the  transportation  planning  and  financ- 
ing agency  for  the  nine-county  San  Francisco  Bay  Area  with  its 
over  6  million  residents.  So  when  we  have  a  consensus,  it  is  a  big 
consensus. 

The  Bay  Area  has  been  in  the  forefront  of  implementing  Federal 
transportation  policy  as  set  forth  in  ISTEA.  Thank  you  for  serving 
us  ISTEA  as  it  represents  an  outstanding  piece  of  legislation  that 
has  helped  the  Bay  Area  and  California  respond  to  the  post-inter- 
state era  and  better  manage  our  transportation  system. 

Needless  to  say,  we  believe  a  fiscal  year  1994  Federal  appropria- 
tions bill  should  provide  full  funding  to  make  it  work.  We  strongly 
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advocate  the  fiscal  year  1994  transportation  appropriation  bill 
should  fund  ISTEA  at  its  authorized  level,  including  transit  capital 
program,  Federal  highway  program,  and  transit  operating  assist- 
ance program. 

If  you  adjust  funding  appropriated  for  the  Federal  Transit  Ad- 
ministration for  inflation,  you  find  that  transit  funding  in  fiscal 
year  1993  is  exactly  half  the  amount  appropriated  in  1981.  Even  if 
ISTEA  w£is  funded  to  its  authorized  level,  fiscal  year  1994  transit 
funding  would  still  be  only  two-thirds  of  the  amount  appropriated 
in  1981  after  adjusting  for  inflation. 

It  is  clear  that  fully  funding  the  transit  program  in  ISTEA  only 
partially  reverses  a  12-year  trend  of  declining  Federal  assistance 
towards  transit. 

Against  this  background  of  declining  transit  funding  is  an  in- 
creasingly demanding  public  who  look  to  transit  to  address  serious 
issues  in  our  society.  These  include  urban  traffic  congestion,  pollut- 
ed air,  mobility  for  urban  and  rural  workers,  and  mobility  for  dis- 
abled persons. 

Federal  mandates,  such  as  the  Americans  with  Disabilities  Act, 
have  also  added  to  the  demands  on  transit  systems.  In  California, 
we  have  been  further  hampered  by  a  persistent  recession.  The  San 
Francisco  Bay  Area  currently  funds  more  than  97  percent  of  its 
transit  operating  expenses  from  State  and  local  sources.  Only  3 
percent  of  our  operating  funding  comes  from  Federal  sources. 

However,  virtually  all  of  our  State  and  local  sources  have  been 
affected  by  California's  recession.  Local  sources  are  largely  derived 
from  local  sales  taxes,  which  are  highly  sensitive  to  economic  fluc- 
tuation and  the  budget  problems  of  California  are  only  too  widely 
known.  As  a  result,  while  the  public  and  policy  makers  are  asking 
for  more  transit,  the  Bay  Area  is  cutting  bus  services  and  deferring 
capital  projects  in  order  to  absorb  the  reduction  in  local  revenues 
caused  by  the  recession. 

That  is  why  fully  funding  ISTEA,  and  in  particular  fully  funding 
operating  assistance,  is  so  important  to  the  Bay  Area  and  our  citi- 
zens. We  can  utilize  the  formula  capital  funds  to  rehabilitate  our 
older  rail  systems  such  as  the  Bay  Area  Rapid  Transit  System,  the 
Peninsula  Commute  Service,  and  San  Francisco's  light  rail  system 
and  replace  our  aging  bus  fleets.  We  can  spend  these  funds  rapidly 
for  needed  services  while  simultaneously  putting  our  citizens  to 
work. 

Funding  all  ISTEA  programs  to  their  authorized  level  includes 
the  Federal  highway  program  and  will  also  help  the  Bay  Area  to 
maintain  its  investment  in  interstate  roadways  and  our  bridges. 
The  Bay  Area's  $3,5  billion  program  to  extend  its  rail  system  is 
also  dependent  upon  full  funding  of  section  3  discretionary  pro- 
grams. Like  the  rest  of  the  Bay  Area  transit  system,  this  program 
is  largely  funded  with  State  and  local  dollars,  over  70  percent.  Only 
30  percent  is  being  sought  from  Federal  sources. 

However,  section  3  discretionary  funding  is  critical  to  this  pro- 
gram since  it  is  the  Federal  funds  which  trigger  the  release  of  local 
funds,  thereby  keeping  the  entire  program  moving.  The  two  feder- 
ally supported  projects  in  the  program  are  BART  to  the  San  Fran- 
cisco Airport  and  the  Santa  Clara  County  light  rail  project  known 
as  the  Tasman  Corridor. 
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These  projects  are  using  $207  million  out  of  the  $226  million  ear- 
marked in  prior  years  for  the  Bay  Area  new  rail  starts  program. 
Fully  funding  ISTEA  would  provide  the  Bay  Area  with  $100  mil- 
lion in  section  3  new  rail  starts  funding.  In  addition,  we  are  seek- 
ing $55  million  to  make  up  for  the  prior  year's  shortfall  in  keeping 
our  program  on  track,  for  a  total  of  $155  million.  In  fiscal  year 
1994,  these  funds  will  be  used  for  final  design  and  initial  construc- 
tion elements  for  the  BART  extension  project  and  the  right-of-way 
acquisition  and  vehicle  procurement  for  the  Tasman  project. 

In  short,  the  Bay  Area  is  obligating  prior  year's  appropriation 
committee  earmarks  and  is  ready  to  go  with  additional  rail  funding 
for  obligating. 

Fully  funding  ISTEA  will  help  provide  the  operating  and  capital 
funding  needed  to  maintain  our  transportation  system,  provide 
California  residents  with  meaningful  employment,  and  respond  to 
Federal  mandates  such  as  the  Americans  with  Disabilities  Act. 

I  have  two  people  here  representing  the  operators  that  would 
like  to  make  a  short  presentation. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you,  but  before  you  proceed  I  want  to  recognize 
the  presence  of  our  good  friend,  the  chairman  of  the  Public  Works 
and  Transportation  Committee. 

Mr.  MiNETA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  apologize  for  being  late.  I  appreci- 
ate your  indulgence  at  this  point.  I  was  over  testifying  before  your 
colleagues  in  the  Energy  and  Water  Subcommittee. 

Before  you  today,  you  have  some  of  the  foremost  transportation 
people  not  only  in  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Area,  but  in  the  country. 
Jane,  as  you  already  know,  is  the  Chair  of  the  Metropolitan  Trans- 
portation Commission,  which  is  probably  one  of  the  leading  multi- 
jurisdictional  transportation  planning  agencies  in  the  country. 

The  other  is  Sharon  Banks,  former  general  counsel  and  now  the 
general  manager  of  the  Alameda-Contra  Costa  County  Transit  Dis- 
trict principally  serving  the  East  Bay. 

The  other  is  a  person  who  is  a  member  of  the  board  of  directors 
of  BART,  Margaret  Pryor. 

Another  witness  who  was  going  to  be  here  was  Rod  Diridon,  a 
member  of  our  own  Board  of  Supervisors  in  Santa  Clara  County, 
but  unfortunately,  another  form  of  transportation — airplanes — 
kept  him  from  being  able  to  get  here  in  a  timely  fashion. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  say  that  these  folks  are  really  among  the 
most  talented  transit  leaders  in  the  country.  I  know  you  will  hear 
their  testimony.  I  know  you  and  I  have  had  many  discussions  about 
the  limited  financial  resources  that  are  available  and  how  you  have 
to  try  to  shoe-horn  everj^hing  in.  I  know  what  kind  of  a  difficult 
task  you  have  before  you,  but  I  want  you  to  consider  as  you  look  at 
all  the  projects  that  you  are  going  to  have  to  look  at  nationally 
that  you  look  at  the  following  consideration. 

Only  30  percent  of  the  Bay  Area's  rail  expansion  program  is  fed- 
erally funded,  and  70  percent  comes  from  State  and  local  sources. 
The  Bay  Area  has  already  obligated  more  than  90  percent  of  the 
funds  previously  earmarked  for  rail  extensions  by  this  subcommit- 
tee. 

So  I  feel,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  the  Bay  Area  can  and  will  quickly 
obligate  any  additional  expansion  of  rail  funds  with  an  overall 
non-Federal  match  more  than  three  times  what  is  currently  re- 
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quired  by  law.  I  would  urge  you  to  provide  the  full  $155  million  in 
section  3  new  start  funds  that  are  being  requested  by  MTC  for 
fiscal  year  1994. 

Again,  thank  you  very,  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you.  It  is  nice  to  have  you  here. 

You  all  have  a  very  good  advocate  here.  Fortunately,  your 
projects  in  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Area  have  a  great  deal  of  credi- 
bility. You  do  have  an  overmatch  in  most  instances  and  you  have  a 
local  source  of  dedicated  operating  revenue  and  you  do  have  politi- 
cal consensus  in  an  area  that  is  sometimes  not  easy  to  reach.  That 
has  all  been  recognized.  I  expect  we  will  be  working  with  you  in 
the  future. 

Mr.  Wolf? 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  welcome  the  chairman  and  the  witnesses. 

It  is  impressive  that  you  have  that  overmatch.  Do  you  think  the 
80/20  match  should  be  changed? 

Mr.  MiNETA.  I  don't  think  from  a  policy  perspective  it  ought  to 
be  changed.  One  of  the  big  things  that  we  did  in  ISTEA  was  to 
make  sure  that  everything  went  to  an  80/20  so  that  regardless  of 
whether  it  was  a  new  project  or  a  rehab  project,  whether  it  was 
rail  or  highway  that  we  made  ever3rthing  the  same  match  so  that 
we  were  making  good  transportation  decisions  and  not  good  fiscal 
decisions. 

I  would  prefer  to  keep  the  80/20  there.  If  local  agencies  and 
others  want  to  do  more  in  order  to  make  their  projects  attractive 
for  consideration,  then  they  ought  to  do  that.  But  I  think  basically 
we  ought  to  try  to  stay  with  the  80/20  and  to  the  extent  that  locals 
are  willing  to  come  up  with  more,  then  that  is  what  the  Executive 
Branch  ought  to  be  weighing  and  that  you  folks  ought  to  be  weigh- 
ing as  you  look  at  these  projects  that  come  before  you. 

Mr.  Wolf.  So  you  think  there  should  be  a  credit  given?  Your 
match  is  higher  than  most,  so  it  is  fair  to  say  that  if  you  kept  the 
80/20  that  FT  A  and  others  should  give  a  special  bonus.  Do  you 
think  there  should  be  a  special  bonus  system  for  agencies  who  do  a 
better  job? 

Ms.  Baker.  We  very  definitely  believe  that.  We  call  ourselves  the 
self-help  counties.  And  we  have  taxed  ourselves  all  over  the  Bay 
Area  so  that  we  can  help  you  by  providing  some  of  the  funding  our- 
selves. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Carr.  On  the  match  issue,  we  just  had  a  group  of  people 
here  not  too  long  ago  who  essentially  created  a  light  rail  project 
with  no  local  match,  in  my  judgment.  Then  you  see  transit  proper- 
ties like  San  Francisco  and  others  that  are  really  making  a  local 
effort. 

Mr.  Chairman,  do  you  think  it  is  appropriate  for  our  committee 
to  try  to  encourage  people  to  overmatch? 

Mr.  MiNETA.  I  thmk  so.  Again,  I  think  we  have  to  leverage  with 
public  dollars  at  the  Federsd  level  on  the  local  and  State  and  on 
the  private  sector.  When  I  look  at  the  benefits  that  have  accrued  to 
the  communities  just  from  the  rail  in  this  area,  and  we  have  seen 
developers  come  forward  and  make  the  kind  of  tremendous  invest- 
ments, I  think  we  ought  to  be  using  those  public  dollars  to  lever- 
age, whether  to  bring  that  match  up  from  local  public  agencies  or 
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getting  the  private  sector  to  invest.  I  think  that  is  the  kind  of  ap- 
proach we  ought  to  be  taking. 

Mr.  Carr.  What  is  your  position  on  communities  that  try  to 
match  with  in-kind  contributions  rather  than  financially? 

Mr.  MiNETA.  Let's  say  they  may  come  up  with  land  for  the  tran- 
sit station  or  additional  services.  We  find  that  in  conjunction  with 
stations  that  they  may  even  be  encouraging  day  care  centers  and 
things  of  this  nature  from  other  local  funding  sources  that  enhance 
a  transportation  project. 

I  think  those  things  add  to  the  credibility  or  attractiveness  of  the 
project,  but  it  is  not  something  that  we  have  looked  at  as  how  you 
measure  a  project. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  would  hope  that  we  would  get  some  guidance  from 
the  authorizing  committee  on  this  matter  because  match  is  impor- 
tant and  local  effort  is  important.  Through  a  variety  of  devices,  we 
have  witnessed  some  communities  that  are  basically  doing  100  per- 
cent Federal  funding  by  calling  as  their  match  and  getting  ap- 
proved by  FTA  as  their  match  an  unused  unsalable  asset  that  has 
no  market  value.  It  is  the  kind  of  thing  that  robs  communities  like 
San  Francisco  and  other  good  projects  which  are  doing  the  right 
thing  of  available  resources. 

Mr.  MiNETA.  Mr.  Chairman,  you  are  absolutely  correct  in  having 
us  take  a  look  at  that.  I  think  just  as  highway  departments  have 
purchased  excess  lands  over  a  long  period  of  time  and  then  bank 
them  and  never  even  end  up  using  them.  Yet  we  have  spent  a  lot 
of  money  acquiring  rights-of-way  that  never  get  utilized. 

I  have  seen  interchanges  in  highways  that  are  never  put  in  place 
where  they  buy  x  number  of  acres  to  put  in  an  interchange,  but 
they  only  use  half  that  land,  yet  we  are  the  ones  who  have  fi- 
nanced that. 

You  are  absolutely  correct.  Those  are  the  kinds  of  things  we 
ought  to  be  doing  to  make  sure  that  we  get  bigger  bangs  for  the 
bucks. 

Mr.  Carr.  We  look  forward  to  working  with  you  and  seeing  how 
we  can  stretch  our  dollars. 

Ms.  Baker.  I  also  say  that  the  citizens  and  the  voters  are  telling 
you  that  they  really  need  these  improvements  because  they  have 
taxed  themselves  to  help  provide  them.  I  know  in  Congressman  Mi- 
neta's  area,  they  have  voted  twice  in  the  past  10  years  to  tax  them- 
selves because  they  felt  the  need  was  there. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you. 

Ms.  Banks,  do  you  have  a  few  words  for  us? 

Ms.  Banks.  I  do  have  a  few  words.  Thank  you. 

On  behalf  of  AC  Transit  and  large  urban  transit  operators,  I  ap- 
preciate the  opportunity  to  be  here  today. 

The  theme  I  have  is  weaving  straw  into  gold.  Basically,  the  oper- 
ating assistance  that  we  receive  from  the  Federal  Government  is 
the  straw.  As  you  have  heard,  our  region  has  excelled  in  my  esti- 
mation in  its  efforts  to  tax  itself  and  to  provide  local  matches  for 
projects.  However,  we  are  at  the  point  in  our  region  where  operat- 
ing assistance  is  critical. 

We  have  mandates — Americans  with  Disabilities  Act,  Clean  Air 
Act,  safety  issues,  random  drug  testing — required  of  operators  like 
AC  Transit,  but  as  you  know  there  is  no  funding  provided  for  that. 
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So  to  take  operating  assistance  down  or  to  keep  it  at  a  level  that  is 
not  full  funding  under  ISTEA,  in  my  estimation,  takes  away  the 
straw  that  I  weave  into  gold. 

We  serve  236,000  passengers  a  day  over  a  400-square  mile  area. 
Our  primary  need  is  operating  assistance  to  keep  the  buses  going. 

In  the  big  picture,  the  operating  assistance  at  full  funding  is  the 
key  point  I  would  like  to  make  before  this  committee  today.  In  our 
view,  operating  assistance  is  the  maintenance  of  jobs  as  well  as  the 
creation  of  new  jobs.  If  I  receive  operating  assistance,  I  can  put 
people  to  work  tomorrow  and  I  can  keep  them  at  work  permanent- 
ly, not  consider  them  temporary  employees. 

Full  funding  of  section  9  operating  assistance  will  help  AC  Tran- 
sit and  other  transit  operators  maintain  their  existing  bus  service 
without  cutting  it  at  a  time  when  people  need  to  get  to  their  jobs, 
when  they  don't  have  resources  or  purchases  of  automobiles. 

Under  our  most  recent  projections — ^because  our  agency  is  funded 
primarily  through  property  tax  and  sales  tax  revenues,  which  are 
down,  there  will  be  a  shortfall  of  almost  $10  million  next  fiscal 
year.  We  tackled  an  $18.5  million  deficit  last  year,  so  there  are 
very  few  areas  for  us  to  cut  again  without  looking  at  service  cuts. 

The  dilemma  we  face  illustrates  the  impact  of  the  recession  not 
only  in  transit  districts,  but  all  public  services  in  the  State  of  Cali- 
fornia. Because  of  defense  cuts  and  military  base  closures,  the  Ala- 
meda County/Contra  Costa  area  will  suffer  economically.  We  don't 
project  that  there  will  be  increases  in  sales  tax  and  property  tax 
revenues  in  the  near  term. 

Our  citizens  have  already  passed  the  .5  cent  sales  tax  for  trans- 
portation, but  even  with  that.  Federal  operating  assistance  is  key 
to  us  and  is  vital. 

We  are  struggling  to  maintain  existing  service,  to  meet  the  Clean 
Air  mandates  despite  the  fact  that  technology  hasn't  exactly  kept 
up  with  the  mandates.  We  are  looking  for  paratransit  options,  im- 
plementing those  next  year  in  our  budget,  which  is  a  $1.6  million 
cost  just  to  start  the  paratransit  service,  although  our  buses  are 
100  percent  accessible. 

We  plan  a  realignment  of  our  outmoded  routes  to  meet  the  Clean 
Air  mandates.  As  you  are  aware,  in  1996  I  will  not  be  able  to  pur- 
chase a  new  diesel  bus,  but  I  will  have  to  use  alternative  fuels  or 
some  other  mode  in  order  to  keep  the  system  running. 

Implementation  of  all  these  mandates  is  an  area  that  I  would 
suggest  this  committee  look  carefully  at.  We  are  not  just  asking  for 
increases  in  section  9  funding  or  full  funding  of  operating  assist- 
ance. We  are  asking  you  to  look  at  operating  assistance  as  a  way  to 
help  us  meet  the  mandates  that  Congress  has  determined  transit 
should  bear  at  this  point.  We  cannot  bear  that  without  the  contin- 
ued and  increased  assistance  in  this  area. 

I  would  also  like  to  emphasize  the  importance  of  section  3  bus 
discretionary  and  new  rail  starts  funding.  They  are  also  mecha- 
nisms to  help  us  meet  Federal  mandates.  Section  3  funding  will 
help  us  meet  the  requirements  of  the  Americans  with  Disabilities 
Act.  We  are  looking  forward  to  capital  funds  for  paratransit  vehi- 
cles, for  loud  speakers  on  the  buses,  and  for  new  head  signs  that 
visually  impaired  riders  can  read.  The  Bay  Area  alone  is  seeking  a 
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$13  million  bus  discretionary  grant  to  fund  the  capital  costs  for  the 
ADA. 

The  Clean  Air  mandates  also  require  section  3  funds  to  revamp 
our  bus  yards  to  accommodate  non-diesel  fueling  stations.  We  are 
looking  at  alternative  modes  as  a  way  for  us  to  meet  the  conditions 
of  the  Clean  Air  Act  both  in  California  and  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment. But  without  Federal  assistance,  we  will  have  to  dismantle  a 
part  of  our  fixed  route  system.  Dismantle  is  a  strong  word,  but  that 
is  exactly  what  we  will  be  faced  with — taking  away  the  fixed  route 
service  in  order  to  run  a  very,  very  limited  service  that  meets  both 
Clean  Air  and  ADA.  And  that  is  contrary  to  what  I  think  the 
intent  of  the  legislation  was. 

We  would  like  to  work  with  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  this  com- 
mittee to  identify  additional  Federal  transit  operating  assistance 
funding  dedicated  if  for  nothing  to  implementing  the  safety  re- 
quirements facing  us,  random  drug  testing.  Clean  Air  Act,  and  the 
ADA  to  the  extent  that  we  could  wall  off  guarantees  that  those  ad- 
ditional funds  would  be  used  for  those  mandates.  I  am  sure  that 
the  transit  industry  can  do  that. 

I  thank  you  for  the  opportunity. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you,  Ms.  Banks.  We  appreciate  that.  I  just 
want  to  tell  you  that  my  personal  opinion  is  that  Congress  has  not 
been  fair  to  local  units  of  government,  local  transit  with  regard  to 
mandates.  It  seems  to  me  that  it  is  a  real  lack  of  discipline  on  the 
part  of  the  Congress  to  fail  to  adequately  debate  the  resources  that 
are  required  to  fill  some  of  these  mandates.  I  dare  say  that  if  we 
had  a  constitutional  requirement  to  have  money  follow  mandates, 
then  the  mandates  themselves  would  be  crafted  in  a  largely  differ- 
ent way. 

I  do  think  it  is  unfair  the  way  we  do  that,  but  I  am  only  one 
person. 

I  might  say  to  you — and  this  is  something  I  know  will  concern 
my  good  friend  Congressman  Mineta,  as  it  does  me — it  does  appear 
that  the  Administration  is  not  going  to  request  any  more  money 
for  operating  assistance  than  the  Bush  Administration  requested 
last  year.  It  is  really  not  happy  news  at  a  time  when  we  are  trying 
to  get  some  improvements  to  our  transit  properties.  We  will  have 
to  struggle  with  that  as  we  go  down  the  line. 

I  would  also  like  to  note  that  Rod  Diridon,  who  was  unable  to  be 
here,  has  a  statement  in  front  of  us.  I  want  you  to  give  him  our 
greetings.  I  have  met  him  and  know  him.  He  is  a  leader  in  transit. 

We  will  include  his  statement  in  its  entirety  in  the  record  and 
excuse  him  for  his  absence. 

Ms.  Pryor? 

Ms.  Pryor.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  Good  morning  to  you  and 
members  of  this  subcommittee. 

My  name  is  Margaret  Pryor  and  I  am  the  vice  president  of  the 
San  Francisco  Bay  Area  Rapid  Transit  District,  commonly  known 
as  BART. 

I  really  only  have  two  points  I  would  like  to  make  this  morning, 
and  I  shall  be  very  brief. 

First,  I  would  like  to  share  with  you  that  the  appropriations  you 
have  sent  us  to  date  are  at  work  at  this  very  moment  building  a 
BART  extension  to  the  San  Francisco  International  Airport.  Those 
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appropriations  are  employing  thousands  of  workers  in  solid,  good- 
paying  jobs,  £ind  helping  to  rebuild  the  California  economy  and 
making  it  competitive  eigain.  These  funds  are  at  work  investing 
and  reinvesting  in  California  and  in  America's  future.  We  thank 
you  for  that. 

The  BART  extension,  the  first  leg  of  our  trip  to  San  Francisco 
International  Airport,  is  a  full  year  ahead  of  schedule.  To  date,  we 
have  spent  $123  million  and  created  more  than  7,000  direct  and  in- 
direct jobs  in  recession-racked  California.  By  the  end  of  this  year, 
we  will  spend  smother  $67  million  and  create  another  3,000  jobs. 

This  Federal  spending,  in  turn,  has  triggered  more  than  $650 
million  in  local  and  State  spending  on  three  additional  BART  ex- 
tensions, spending  that  has  created  another  37,000  jobs. 

Second,  we  would  like  to  request  that  you  don't  stop  now.  We  re- 
quest that  you  appropriate  en  toto  the  $100  million  authorized  for 
fiscal  year  1994's  new  rail  start  earmark  for  the  Tasman  Corridor 
and  for  BART's  extension  to  the  San  Francisco  International  Air- 
port, plus  the  $55  million  from  this  year's  authorization  that  was 
not  appropriated. 

BART  will  award  its  preliminary  engineering  contract  for  this 
project  within  hours  of  FTA's  award  of  the  $30  billion  grant. 
Within  12  months,  we  will  be  able  to  award  final  design  and  con- 
struction contracts  in  fiscal  year  1994.  This  appropriation  will  help 
build  the  second  leg  of  our  extension  to  the  San  Francisco  Interna- 
tional Airport  and  create  another  27,000  jobs. 

We  are  currently  seeking  inclusion  of  the  San  Francisco  Interna- 
tional Airport  extension  in  the  FTA  turnkey  demonstration  pro- 
gram. This  turnkey  program  will  let  the  Federal  Government  and 
BART  test  the  benefits  of  innovative  approaches  to  delivering  con- 
struction projects  faster  and  cheap>er.  Using  the  turnkey  approach, 
BART  will  be  ready  to  award  a  single  $481  million  design  and  con- 
struct contract  to  build  the  next  4.4-mile  two-station  section  of  the 
extension  to  the  San  Francisco  x\irport  in  the  coming  fiscal  year. 

Let  me  also  note  that  BART  plans  to  use  this  turnkey  approach 
on  another  important  project  if  we  are  selected  to  participate  in 
the  FTA's  demonstration  program. 

BART  is  one  of  three  transit  systems  at  this  time  in  the  Nation 
receiving  $330,000  each  for  an  FTA  demonstration  of  suspended 
light  rail  technology.  We  will  be  awarding  the  feasibility  contract 
for  that  within  the  next  month. 

This  revolutionary  new  technology  will  link  the  Oakland  Colise- 
um BART  station  with  Oakland  International  Airport  by  way  of  a 
modern,  high-tech,  suspended  transit  system  that  would  whisk  pas- 
sengers over  the  existing  industrial  park  and  businesses  directly  to 
the  airport. 

We  also  request  that  you  appropriate  the  full  funding  for  section 
9  capital  grants  and  section  3  fixed  guideway  rail  modernization 
grants.  These  much-needed  formula  programs  will  help  us  continue 
our  critical  billion  dollar  10-year  reinvestment  program  to  rehabili- 
tate our  aging  fleet  of  trains,  tracks,  stations,  and  our  high-tech 
computer  systems.  Just  as  you  have  begun  to  rehabilitate  the  local 
Metro  here  in  Washington,  so  must  BART.  We  are,  after  all,  the 
parent  of  Metro  and  we  are  no  longer  a  spring  chicken  ourselves. 
We  need  to  rehabilitate  and  modernize  also. 
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Transit  funding  over  the  past  12  years  simply  has  not  kept  pace 
with  the  needs  of  transit  in  this  country.  This  committee's  early 
action  on  the  economic  stimulus  package  gives  all  of  us  great  hope 
that  the  total  dollars  authorized  for  transit  in  fiscal  year  1994  will 
be  made  available  because  it  is  only  by  spending  at  authorized 
levels  that  public  transit  in  this  country  can  move  into  the  next 
millennium. 

I  would  like  to  thank  you  for  this  opportunity. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you,  Ms.  Pryor. 

Mr.  Wolf? 

Mr.  Wolf.  No  questions,  Mr.  Chairman? 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Foglietta? 

Mr.  FoGUETTA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  no  questions,  but  I  do  have 
a  short  statement  to  make. 

It  is  really  heartening  to  hear  a  group  of  people  from  the  west 
coast  be  able  to  come  here  and  talk  about  being  able  to  overmatch. 
It  makes  me  so  happy  to  know  that  we  have  areas  like  that 
throughout  our  country  where  people  are  willing  to  tax  themselves 
to  help  their  own  communities. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  you  well  know,  I  am  chairman  of  the  Urban 
Caucus  of  the  House  of  Representatives.  I  just  want  to  make  sure 
that  we  all  keep  in  mind  that  there  are  some  communities 
throughout  this  Nation  who  are  just  absolutely  and  totally  unable 
to  come  up  with  the  kind  of  funds  we  would  like  to  see  them  come 
up  with  for  matching  funds,  let  alone  overmatching  funds. 

We  have  a  new  community  in  my  district  which  I  just  got  last 
year,  the  city  of  Chester,  Pennsylvania.  There  are  40,000  people  in 
that  city  and  they  don't  even  have  a  recreation  center.  They  are 
taxed  to  the  hilt.  And  their  tax  base  has  just  about  disappeared. 
They  need  help.  Just  keep  in  mind  that  although  we  are  so  happy 
to  have  communities  who  can  do  this,  there  are  communities  who 
would  like  very  much  to  be  able  to  match  or  overmatch  and  help 
themselves  but  who  just  find  it  impossible  to  do  that  at  the  present 
time. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you  for  your  time  and  attention  to  this  commit- 
tee's needs.  We  appreciate  you  being  here,  particularly  the  chair- 
man of  the  Public  Works  and  Transportation  Committee. 

[The  prepared  statements  of  Baker,  Banks,  Diridon,  and  Pryor; 
and  response  to  the  Hon.  Wolfs,  questions  follow:] 
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Testimony  of  Jane  Baker 

Chairperson  of  the 

Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission 

Before  the  House  Appropriations  Committee 

Subcommittee  on  Transportation 

Good  morning  Mr.  Chairman  and  thank  you  for  giving  us  the  opportunity  to  appear 
before  your  committee  to  discuss  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Area's  perspective  on 
federal  transportation  appropriations  for  fiscal  year  1994.  My  name  is  Jane  Baker 
and  I  am  the  chair  of  the  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission,  which  is  the 
transportation  planning  and  financing  agency  for  the  nine-county  San  Francisco 
Bay  Area. 

The  Bay  Area  has  been  in  the  forefront  of  implementing  federal  transportation 
policy  as  set  forth  in  ISTEA.  ISTEA  represents  an  outstanding  piece  of 
legislation  that  has  helped  the  Bay  Area  and  California  respond  to  the  post- 
interstate  era  and  better  manage  our  transportation  system.  Needless  to  say,  we 
believe  that  the  FY  94  federal  appropriations  bill  should  provide  the  funding  to 
make  it  work.  We  strongly  advocate  that  the  fiscal  year  1994  transportation 
appropriations  bill  should  fund  ISTEA  to  its  authorized  level,  including  the 
transit  capital  program,  the  federal  highway  program  and  the  transit  operating 
assistance  program. 

I  believe  it  would  be  helpful  to  put  in  historical  perspective  what  fully  funding 
the  transit  programs  in  ISTEA  means.  During  the  two  fiscal  years  since  the 
enactment  of  ISTEA,  transportation  appropriation  levels  have  been  well  below 
authorized  amounts.  While  President  Clinton's  economic  stimulus  package  could 
raise  fiscal  year  1993  funding  levels,  transit  programs  currently  are  funded  at 
$3.6  billion,  30  percent  below  ISTEA  authorized  spending  levels  of  $5.2  billion. 

What  is  more  telling  is  that  if  you  adjust  funding  appropriated  for  the  Federal 
Transit  Administration  for  inflation,  you  find  that  transit  funding  in  fiscal 
year  1993  is  exactly  half  of  the  amount  appropriated  in  1981.  Even  if  ISTEA  was 
funded  to  its  authorized  levels,  fiscal  year  1994  transit  funding  would  still  be 
only  two-thirds  of  the  amount  appropriated  in  1981,  after  adjusting  for 
inflation.  It  is  clear  that  fully  funding  the  transit  programs  in  ISTEA  only 
partially  reverses  a  12  year  trend  of  declining  federal  assistance  toward 
transit. 

Against  this  background  of  declining  transit  funding  is  an  increasingly  demanding 
public  who  look  to  transit  to  address  serious  issues  in  our  society.  These 
include  urban  traffic  congestion,  polluted  air,  mobility  for  urban  and  rural 
workers  and  mobility  for  disabled  persons.  Federal  mandates  such  as  the  American 
with  Disabilities  Act  have  also  added  to  the  demands  on  transit  systems. 

In  California,  we  have  been  further  hampered  by  a  persistent  recession.  The  San 
Francisco  Bay  Area  currently  funds  more  than  97  percent  of  its  transit  operating 
expenses  from  state  and  local  sources.  Only  3  percent  of  our  operating  funding 
comes  from  federal  sources.  However,  virtually  all  our  state  and  local  sources 
have  been  affected  by  the  California  recession.  Local  sources  are  largely  derived 
from  local  sales  taxes,  which  are  highly  sensitive  to  economic  fluctuations,  and 
the  budget  problems  of  California  are  only  too  widely  known. 
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As  a  result,  while  the  public  and  policy  makers  are  asking  for  more  transit,  the 
Bay  Area  has  been  cutting  bus  services  and  deferring  capital  projects  in  order 
to  absorb  the  reduction  in  local  revenues  caused  by  the  recession. 

That  is  why  fully  funding  ISTEA  ,  and  in  particular,  fully  funding  operating 
assistance,  is  so  important  to  the  Bay  Area  and  California.  We  can  utilize  these 
funds  to  maintain  vital  services  to  our  citizens.  We  can  utilize  the  formula 
capital  funds  to  rehabilitate  our  older  rail  systems  such  as  the  Bay  Area  Rapid 
Transit  System,  the  Peninsula  Commute  Service,  San  Francisco's  light  rail  system, 
and  replace  our  aging  bus  fleet.  We  can  spend  these  funds  rapidly  for  needed 
services  while  simultaneously  putting  our  citizens  to  work. 

Funding  all  ISTEA  programs  to  their  authorized  levels  Including  the  federal 
highway  program  will  also  help  the  Bay  Area  to  maintain  its  Investment  in  the 
interstate,  roadways  and  our  bridges.  We  at  MTC  are  forging  new  partnerships  with 
intermodal  freight  carriers,  airports  and  other  transportation  system  users.  It 
is  clear  to  us  that  a  multi-modal  approach  to  transportation  is  necessary  if  we 
are  going  to  be  successful  in  solving  our  problems.  Urban  traffic  congestion  is 
of  vital  concern  to  our  ports,  airports  and  freight  haulers,  and  we  must  have  the 
means  to  maintain  and  enhance  our  highways  if  our  econon\y  is  going  to  grow. 

The  Bay  Area's  $3.5  billion  program  to  extend  its  rail  system  is  also  dependent 
upon  fully  funding  the  Section  3  discretionary  program.  Like  the  rest  of  the  Bay 
Area's  transit  system,  this  program  is  largely  funded  with  state  and  local 
dollars--over  70  percent  to  be  exact.  Only  30  percent  is  being  sought  from 
federal  sources.  However,  Section  3  discretionary  funding  is  critical  to  this 
program  since  It  is  these  federal  funds  which  trigger  the  release  of  local  funds 
thereby  keeping  the  entire  program  moving. 

The  two  federally  supported  projects  in  this  program  are  the  BART  to  the  San 
Francisco  Airport  and  the  Santa  Clara  County  light  rail  project,  also  known  as 
the  Tasman  corridor.  These  projects  are  using  $207  million  out  of  the  $226 
million  earmarked  in  prior  years  for  the  Bay  Area  New  Rail  Starts  program.  Fully 
funding  ISTEA  would  provide  the  Bay  Area  with  $100  million  in  Section  3  New  Rail 
Starts  funding.  In  addition  we  are  seeking  $55  million  to  make  up  for  prior  year 
shortfalls  and  keep  our  program  on  track.  In  fiscal  year  1994,  these  funds  would 
be  used  to  for  final  design  and  initial  construction  elements  for  the  BART 
extension  project  and  right-of-way  acquisition  and  vehicle  procurement  for  the 
Tasman  project.  In  short,  the  Bay  Area  is  obligating  prior  year  Appropriation 
Committee  earmarks  and  is  ready  to  obligate  additional  rail  funding. 

Similarly,  the  Bay  Area  Is  seeking  a  $13  milfion  Section  3  bus  discretionary 
grant  to  fund  capital  costs  associated  with  implementing  the  Americans  with 
Disabilities  Act. 

Let  me  conclude  by  re-emphasizing  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Area's  strong  advocacy 
for  a  fiscal  year  1994  transit  appropriations  bill  that  funds  ISTEA  to  its 
authorized  levels.  The  Bay  Area  has  suffered  along  with  the  rest  of  California 
from  a  prolonged  economic  downturn.  Fully  funding  ISTEA  will  help  provide  the 
operating  and  capital  funding  needed  to  maintain  our  transportation  systems, 
provide  California  residents  with  meaningful  employment  and  respond  to  federal 
mandates  such  as  the  Americans  with  Disabilities  Act. 
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Testimony  of  Sharon  Banks 

General  Manager 

Alameda-Contra  Costa  Transit  District 

Before  the  House  Appropriations  Committee 

Subcommittee  on  Transportation 

I  am  here  today  to  address  you  concerning  the  needs  of  large  urban  transit 
operators.  As  General  Manger  of  AC  Transit  District,  which  serves  a  population 
of  1.6  million  in  the  East  Bay  Area,  I  confront  those  needs  daily. 

AC  Transit  serves  236,000  passengers  a  day  over  a  400  square  mile  area.  Our 
primary  need  is  operating  funds  to  keep  our  buses  on  the  streets  serving  our 
riders.  Full  funding  of  Section  9  Operating  Assistance  is  critical  to  this 
mission.  It  also  meshes  with  our  nation's  goal  of  job  retention  and  job 
creation. 

Most  importantly,  full  funding  of  Section  9  Operating  Assistance  would  help  AC 
Transit  and  other  urban  carriers  maintain  existing  bus  service.  Under  the  most 
recent  projections  of  the  1993-94  fiscal  year,  it  appears  that  AC  Transit  will 
face  a  shortfall  of  almost  $10  million.  AC  Transit's  dilemma  illustrates  the 
impact  of  the  recession  on  not  only  transit  districts  but  all  public  services  in 
the  State  of  California.  Because  of  defense  cuts  and  military  base  closures, 
California  will  continue  to  suffer  economically  even  after  most  of  the  nation 
recovers.  Our  citizens  have  already  passed  half -cent  sales  taxes  for 
transportation.  Therefore,  even  though  federal  operating  assistance  is  a 
relatively  small  portion  of  our  budget,  it  a  vital  and  irreplaceable  part  of  our 
resources. 

Even  as  we  are  struggling  to  maintain  existing  service,  clean  air  mandates 
envision  a  larger  role  for  transit  with  expanded  service.  AC  Transit  has  such 
plans.  We  plan  a  realignment  of  outmoded  routes  to  serve  today's  changed 
demographics.  These  plans  are  ready  to  go  and  awaiting  implementation  funding. 
Implementation  would  result  immediately  in  new  jobs  for  bus  operators  and 
mechanics.  These  jobs  would  be  permanent  in  the  community,  not  just  temporary 
jobs  which  move  on  when  a  construction  project  is  completed. 

Implementation  of  these  plans  will  also  allow  the  urban  poor  new  access  to  jobs. 
In  many  of  the  communities  served  by  AC  Transit,  as  many  as  25%  of  the  households 
have  no  automobile  available. 

I'd  also  like  to  speak  for  a  moment  in  favor  of  Section  3  bus  discretionary  and 
New  Rail  Starts  funding  as  mechanisms  to  help  us  meet  federal  mandates. 
Section  3  funding  is  necessary  if  we  are  to  meet  the  requirements  under  the 
American  with  Disabilities  Act.  For  example,  we  need  capital  funds  for 
paratransit  vehicles,  for  loudspeakers  in  the  buses,  and  for  new  head  signs  on 
the  buses  to  comply  with  the  law. 
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Similarly,  under  clean  air  aandates  we  need  Section  3  funds  to  revamp  our  bus 
yards  to  accommodate  non-dlesel  fueling  stations.  In  addition,  we  are  studying 
light  rail  on  our  most  heavily-traveled  trunk  lines  as  a  non-polluting  mode  of 
transportation  that  can  also  lower  our  operating  costs  per  rider.  Without 
federal  assistance  we  will  have  to  dismantle  part  of  our  fixed  route  service  to 
pay  for  these  unfunded  sandates.  But  with  full  funding  of  ISTEA  we  can  form  a 
partnership  with  the  federal  government  in  addressing  the  needs  of  our  disabled 
citizens  and  the  right  to  a  healthy,  pollution -free  environment. 

The  San  Francisco  Bay  Area  has  benefitted  from  the  flexibility  inherent  in  the 
ISTEA  legislation.  But  without  full  funding,  new  mandates  and  the  current 
economy  will  force  urban  bus  operators  to  take  steps  backward  in  providing 
mobility  to  our  citizens.  I  urge  full  funding  of  ISTEA  in  order  that  its  vision 
for  the  nation's  transportation  system  will  be  realized. 
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Testimony  of  Rod  Dirldon,  Chair 

Legislative  and  Public  Affairs  Committee, 

Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission,  and 

Chair,  Transportation  Joint  Conference  Committee, 

Santa  Clara  County  Transit  District  Board  of  Supervisors, 

Good  morning  Chairman  Carr  and  members  of  the  committee.  I  am  Rod  Diridon, 
member  of  the  Santa  Clara  County  Transit  District  Board  and  County  Board  of 
Supervisors. 

I  am  very  pleased  to  appear  before  you  today  on  behalf  of  my  county  to  bring 
you  up-to-date  on  the  Tasman  Corridor  project  and  encourage  this  committee  to 
appropriate  the  funds  authorized  in  the  1991  Intermodal  Surface  Transportation 
Efficiency  Act. 

In  the  two  years  since  ISTEA  was  enacted,  the  Bay  Area  has  taken  a  lead  role 
in  implementing  its  provisions.  ISTEA  has  fulfilled  many  of  the  expectations 
that  we  in  the  transportation  community  had  regarding  its  multi -modal  approach 
to  transportation.  However,  we  have  been  hampered  by  the  fact  that  Congress 
has  not  appropriated  the  full  amount  of  funding  authorized  under  ISTEA. 

I  strongly  urge  this  committee  to  take  an  aggressive  role  in  reversing  this 
trend  and  fully  fund  all  the  programs  authorized,  including  the  Section  9 
operating  assistance  promised  to  operators  under  ISTEA. 

I'd  like  to  take  a  moment  to  further  emphasize  the  need  to  fully  fund  transit 
operating  assistance.  I  am  sure  you  are  aware  that  California  is  suffering 
through  a  prolonged  economic  downturn.  In  Santa  Clara  County,  where  fares, 
local  and  state  dollars  fund  over  95  percent  of  the  operating  cost  of  our 
transit  systems,  the  downturn  has  been  particularly  difficult.  Our  sales  tax 
revenues  and  state  revenues  have  declined,  and  we  have  been  forced  to  reduce 
our  transit  services  and  lay-off  workers.  At  the  same  time,  we  are  being 
called  upon  to  address  federal  mandates  such  as  the  Americans  with 
Disabilities  Act  and  resolve  air  quality  problems.  But  we  cannot  be  part  of 
the  solution  to  these  problems  without  funding,  and  federal  operating 
assistance  is  a  key  element  in  helping  Santa  Clara  County  and  the  Bay  Area 
through  this  difficult  time. 

Another  element  of  ISTEA  for  which  we  seek  your  strong  support  is  the  funding 
of  the  Bay  Area's  two  new  rail  extension  projects:  the  BART  to  the  San 
Francisco  Airport  and  the  Tasman  Corridor  project.  The  Tasman  Corridor  is  a 
12-mile  extension  to  the  county's  very  successful  Guadalupe  Corridor  light 
rail  system  which  now  has  a  daily  ridership  of  more  than  21,000.  The  Tasman 
Corridor  is  also  an  integral  part  of  Santa  Clara  County's  T2010  Plan,  the 
long-range  transportation  plan  which  addresses  traffic  congestion,  air  quality 
and  quality  of  life  issues  within  the  future  county. 
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ISTEA  earmarks  $568.5  million  of  Section  3  New  Starts  funds  for  these  two 
projects,  which  are  part  of  the  Bay  Area's  $3.5  billion  rail  extension 
program.  While  New  Starts  funding  comprises  only  30  percent  of  the  funding 
for  this  program,  this  funding  is  crucial  to  the  successful  completion  of  the 
Bay  Area's  rail  extension  program  and  to  Santa  Clara  County.  That  is  why  we 
are  seeking  full  funding  of  the  $100  million  in  New  Rail  Starts  funding 
earmarked  for  the  Bay  Area  in  fiscal  year  1994.  In  addition  to  the  $100 
million,  we  are  seeking  $55  million  to  make  up  for  prior  year  shortfalls 
between  the  authorized  amount  and  the  actual  appropriated  amount. 

As  MTC  chair  Jane  Baker  explained,  the  Bay  Area  has  utilized  past  New  Rail 
Starts  funds  relatively  quickly.  To  date,  over  90  percent  of  the  $226  million 
in  New  Rail  Starts  funding  appropriated  to  the  Bay  Area  have  been  obligated  or 
will  be  obligated  pending  FTA  grant  approval.  We  anticipate  that  Section  3 
funds  will  continue  to  obligated  and  expended  quickly  as  our  program  moves 
forward  and  enters  Into  final  design,  vehicle  acquisition  and  construction. 

For  the  Tasman  Corridor  project,  we  have  now  finished  preliminary  engineering 
and  are  beginning  final  design.  In  fiscal  year  1994,  the  Tasman  Project  will 
be  ready  to  encumber  a  large  portion  of  the  authorized  earmark  in  order  to 
enter  into  a  $70  million  vehicle  procurement  contract  and  undertake  $50 
million  in  right-of-way  acquisition.  These  elements  of  the  project  require 
long-lead  times  and  It  is  crucial  that  they  get  underway  if  we  are  going  to  be 
able  to  deliver  the  project  on  time  and  under  budget. 

For  this  reason,  1994  New  Starts  appropriations  at  the  fully  authorized  level 
of  $100  million  for  the  Bay  Area--plus  the  1993  prior  year  shortfall  of  $55 
minion--is  crucial  for  the  Bay  Area's  two  large  rail  extension  efforts  to 
remain  on  schedule. 

Finally,  I  wish  to  conclude  vy  cooments  by  thanking  you.  Chairman  Carr  for 
your  past  support  for  transportation  programs  nationwide  and  in  the  Bay  Area. 
I  and  my  fellow  board  members  ask  for  the  support  of  this  committee  again  in 
recommending  the  full  authorized  amounts  under  the  1991  Intermodal  Surface 
Transportation  Efficiency  Act  for  all  program  areas.  I  would  also  like  to 
leave  you  with  this  thought:  the  Administration's  proposal  to  apply  the  entire 
2.5  cent  gas  tax- -currently  dedicated  to  deficit  reduction--to  the  highway 
trust  fund  should  be  reconsidered.  Past  gas  tax  increases  have  been  partially 
used  to  fund  transit  programs,  and  I  would  urge  you  to'  take  a  close  look  to 
see  if  transit  funding  could  be  Increased  through  dedication  of  a  portion  of 
the  2.5  cent  gas  tax. 

I  wish  to  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  appear  before  you  today.  I  will  be 
glad  to  answer  any  questions  that  you  may  have. 
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Testimony  of  the 

Margaret  K.  Pryor,  Director 

San  Francisco  Bay  Area  Rapid  Transit  District  (BART) 

FY  1994  Appropriations  Request 

Good  morning,  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  Committee.  I'm  Margaret  K.  Pryor, 
Vice  President  of  the  Board  of  Directors  of  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Area  Rapid 
Transit  District,  also  known  as  BART.  I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  testify 
in  support  of  legislation  to  make  fiscal  year  1994  appropriations  for  the 
Department  of  Transportation  and  related  agencies. 

BART  joins  Bay  Area  transit  officials  in  asking  your  vigorous  support  for  full 
funding,  at  ISTEA  authorized  levels,  of  the  Section  9  Capital  and  the  Section  3 
Fixed  Guideway  Programs.  BART's  core  system  is  20  years  old  and  we  have  an 
immediate  need  to  rehabilitate  our  aging  fleet  of  cars,  track,  and  stations.  We 
have  developed  a  capital  program  which  forecasts  approximately  $1  billion  in 
system  rehabilitation  investment  needs  over  the  next  decade.  Clearly,  we  do  not 
expect  the  full  amount  of  this  program  to  come  from  federal  sources  and,  in  fact, 
we  have  already  invested  or  scheduled  for  investment  BART  funds  to  undertake 
several  elements  of  the  rehabilitation  program.  However,  the  full  complement  of 
ISTEA  funding  would  greatly  assist  our  reinvestment  efforts. 

Relative  to  the  Section  3  New  Rail  Starts,  the  BART  San  Francisco  International 
Airport  Extension  and  the  Tasman  Light  Rail  project  in  Santa  Clara  County,  are 
well  positioned  to  obligate  the  full  amount  of  our  joint  request  for  federal 
funding  in  FY  1994.  Specifically,  we  seek  $155  million  for  the  San  Francisco  Bay 
Area  Section  3  New  Rail  Starts  earmark  in  the  FY  1994  DOT  Appropriations  bill. 
This  amount  represents  the  $55  million  authorized,  but  not  appropriated  for  FY 
1993,  and  the  full  $100  million  authorized  for  FY  1994. 

Full  funding  in  FY  1994  is  crucial  to  BART's  plan  to  accelerate  the  San  Francisco 
Airport  Extension's,  schedule  and  potentially  reduce  project  costs  by  building 
upon  our  record  of  success  with  the  Colma  Station  Extension.  The  Colma  Station 
project,  the  first  leg  of  the  SFO  Extension,  is  now  well  underway  and  slated  for 
completion  in  September,  1995  -  or  possibly  sooner  -  at  least  a  full  year  ahead 
of  the  original  schedule.  BART  has  already  committed  $123  million  to  the  Colma 
project,  alone,  out  of  the  $226  million  that  has  been  earmarked  to  the  region 
since  1990.  Those  Colma  contracts  will  create  over  7,000  jobs  in  the  San 
Francisco  Bay  Area. 
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BART'S  plan  is  to  advance  a  portion  of  the  SFO  Extension  by  participating  in 
FTA's  demonstration  of  turnkey  procurement  methods,  a  promising  construction 
strategy  to  save  time  and  money  on  major  capital  projects.  Under  turnkey 
procurement,  a  single  master  contract  is  awarded  to  a  private  firm  for  the  final 
design,  construction  and  start-up  of  a  public  works  project.  After  certification 
that  the  project  is  complete,  the  contractor  "turns  the  keys"  over  to  the  owner 
agency.  Using  turnkey  on  the  SFO  Extension  has  the  potential  to  achieve  a  number 
of  project  efficiencies  including  compressed  design  and  construction  schedule, 
reduced  public  sector  risk,  earlier  revenue  service,  and  overall  project  savings. 
We  also  hope  to  use  the  turnkey  process  to  construct  a  suspended  light  rail 
demonstration  project  connecting  our  Oakland  Coliseum  station  to  the  Oakland 
International  Airport,  the  fastest  growing  airport  in  Northern  California. 

BART  is  well  prepared  to  obligate  as  much  of  the  FY  1994  New  Rail  Starts 
appropriations  to  the  Bay  Area  as  is  programmed  by  MTC  through  the  regional 
apportionment  process.  Our  plan  is  to  begin  preliminary  engineering  (PE)  this 
month.  At  the  completion  of  PE,  around  the  last  quarter  of  FY  1994,  BART  plans 
to  award  a  $481  million  turnkey  contract  for  the  design  and  construction  of  the 
first  4.4  mile,  two-station  section  of  the  SFO  Extension  from  the  Colma  Station 
to  the  Tanforan  Station. 

In  order  to  award  the  turnkey  contract  during  the  last  quarter  of  FY  1994,  BART 
must  have  applied  for  and  received  an  obligation  of  federal  funds  to  cover  the 
total  contract  amount  either  in  the  form  of  grant  approval  or  Full  Funding  Grant 
Agreement  (FFGA).  Alternatively,  under  an  FTA  Letter  of  No  Prejudice  (LONP),  the 
District  may  use  a  Commercial  Paper  Program  or  a  similar  financial  instrument  to 
borrow  either  the  entire  contract  amount,  or  the  difference  between  the  federal 
appropriation  and  the  size  of  the  contract.  BART's  strong  preference  is  to 
borrow  only  as  much  as  is  absolutely  necessary  in  order  to  keep  debt  service  and 
therefore,  overall  project  costs  down.  Clearly,  BART's  project  needs  are  not 
only  for  the  entire  New  Rail  Starts  earmark  for  the  Bay  Area  in  FY  1994,  but 
additional  federal  appropriations  as  well,  in  order  to  let  the  massive  turnkey 
contract. 

In  closing,  I  ask  the  Committee  to  heed  BART  and  Bay  Area  transit  officials' 
recommendations  to  fully  fund  the  Section  9  Capital  and  Section  3  Fixed  Guideway 
Programs,  and  to  include  $155  million  in  Section  3  New  Rail  Starts  for  the  San 
Francisco  International  Airport  Extension  and  the  Tasman  Light  Rail  Project.  I 
know  I  speak  for  the  people  of  the  entire  San  Francisco  Bay  Area  in  thanking  this 
Committee  for  the  annual  appropriations  that  have  made  our  Colma  Extension  a 
reality,  and  put  us  well  on  our  way  to  the  San  Francisco  International  Airport. 
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On  October  29. 1991,  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  approved  the  Santa 
Clara  Coumy  Transportation  Plan  -  T20I0, 
the  fourth  update  of  the  County's  Transporta- 
tion Master  Plan,  which  dates  back  to  the 
early  1970s  The  T20W  Plan  provides  a 
comprehensive,  multi-nwdaL  countywide 
plan  through  the  year  2010.  It  includes 
recommendations  for  Highways,  Rail,  Bus, 
Paratransit,  Bicycle/Pedestrian  Facilities, 
Land  Use  and  Financing. 

A  significant  part  of  the  T2010  Plan  was  die 
development  and  approval  of  a  Long  Range 
Rail  Master  Plan.  This  Master  Plan  provides 
Santa  Clara  County  with  a  conceptual  vision 
of  the  type  of  rail  system  that  will  be  needed 
over  the  next  40-50  yean  by  the  County's 
residents  and  workers.  The  Rail  Master  Plan 
is  closely  integrated  with  the  other  transpor- 
tation, land  use  and  important  public  policy 


actions  which  are  also  included  in  the 
T20I0  Plan. 

The  Rail  Element  of  the  T2010  Plan  divided 
the  Rail  Master  Plan  corridors  into  three 
priority  tiers.  These  corridors  are  described 
below  and  Ubislrated  on  the  map  according 
to  their  tier  category. 

EasOttgConidtus 

The  Rail  Master  Plan  builds  on  the 
following  two  existing  rail  corridors  in 
Santa  Clara  County; 

•  The  21 -mile  Guadalupe  light  rail  line 
from  South  San  Jose/Almaden  to  North 
San  Jose  and  Santa  Clara  which 
operates  along  Hwy  87,  North  First 
Street,  and  Tasman  Drive. 

•  The  47-miie  CalTrain  commuter  rail 
service  from  San  Jose  to  San  Francisco 
which  operates  in  the  101  corridor  up 
the  Peninsula. 
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Tier  1  consists  of  the  1987  Transportation 
2000  priority  rail  corridors.  These  four 
corridors  are  considered  the  County's  top 
priority  for  development  in  the  near  term. 

Tasman  Corridor  Project 

The  Tasman  Corridor  Project  would  add 
twelve  miles  of  new  light  rail  to  the  existing 
Guadalupe  light  rail  system  It  would 
extend  east  on  Tasman  to  Hostetter  Road 
to  serve  Milpitas  and  northeast  San  Jose 
and  west  through  the  Lockheed  area  in 
Sunnyvale  to  connect  with  CalTrain  in 
Mountain  View  Service  is  projected  to 
t)egin  in  1997 

CalTrain  Upgrade  and  Extension  to 
Gilroy  Protiect 

This  project  would  extend  the  existing 
CalTrain  commuter  rail  line  28  miles  to 
Gilroy.  This  sen/ice  would  operate  along 
the  existing  Southern  Pacific  trackway 
parallel  to  Monterey  Highway,  with 
stations  in  south  San  Jose,  Morgan  Hill. 
San  Martin  and  Gilroy.  Service  will  begin 
in  1993  with  8  trains  daily.  Passengers 
would  be  able  to  transfer  to  the 
Guadalupe  light  rail  line  at  the  Tamien 
multi-modal  station,  near  Alma  Avenue  in 
San  Jose. 

In  addition,  the  curent  CalTrain  sen/ice 
from  San  Jose  to  San  Francisco  will 
increase  from  the  present  54  trains  to  a 
minimum  of  66  trains  per  day  A  new 
maintenance  base  will  be  constructed  in 
San  Jose  to  support  the  increased 
CalTrain  service 

Fremont  to  San  Jose  Corridor 

This  corridor  will  link  downtown  San  Jose 
to  the  BART  system  in  Fremont.  A  study  to 
be  completed  in  1992  is  examining  two 

(continued  on  back  page) 
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potential  alignments  for  a  BART  exten- 
sion One  alignment  would  extend  BART 
service  along  the  existing  Southern  Pacific 
trackway,  parallel  to  Interstate  880  from 
Milpitas  and  north  San  Jose  into  down- 
town San  Jose  and  continuing  to  Santa 
Clara.  Another  alignment  option  under 
study  involves  the  extension  of  BART 
service  along  existing  Union  Pacific 
trackway,  parallel  to  Lundy  Avenue  and 
King  Road  in  east  San  Jose,  and  then  into 
downtown  San  Jose  and  continuing  to 
Santa  Clara 

The  preferred  alignment  would  be  carried 
into  a  Federal  study  on  rail  alternatives  in 
this  corridor.  Rail  alternatives  to  be 
studied  include  BART  and  light  raiL 

Vasona  Corridor  Project 

The  seven  mile  Vasona  Corridor  stretches 
from  downtown  San  Jose  through 
Campbell  into  Los  Gatos.  An  environmen- 
tal study  was  completed  in  1991  with  light 
rail  selected  as  the  preferred  nxxie  The 
project  will  also  connect  with  the  CalTrain 
Cahill  Station  in  downtown  San  Jose. 

The  T2010  Plan  identified  eight  corridors 
from  the  list  of  Rail  Ivlaster  Plan  corridors 
for  inclusion  in  Tier  2  The  Tier  2  conidors 
are  a  lower  pnority  than  Tier  1  and  are 
planned  for  longer-range  development 

101/South  County  (CafTraln) 

There  are  a  number  of  further  upgrades 
proposed  for  the  CalTrain  system.  These 
include  increasing  the  numtser  of  trains  for 
peninsula  and  South  County  service, 
providing  more  reverse  commute  service, 
converting  CalTrain  to  electric  power  and 
expanding  CalTrain  to  downtowm  San 
Francisco  and  across  tfie  Dumbarton 
Bridge. 

Almaden  -  Upgrade  Existing  Branch 

This  project  would  double  track  tfie 
existing  Guadalupe  light  rail  line's 
Almaden  spur  to  allow  for  better  and  more 
frequent  service  from  the  Almaden  Valley 


Capitol  Corridor 

This  three  mile  corridor  will  extend  rail 
service  from  the  Tasman  Corridor's 
Hostetter  station  in  San  Jose  south  along 
Capitol  Avenue/Expressway  to  the 
Eastridge  Transfer  Center.  It  has  l^een 
proposed,  along  with  the  Downtown- 
Evergreen  Corridor,  as  pari  of  a  light  rail 
system  to  serve  East  San  Jose  A  prelimi- 
nary study  for  the  corridor  was  completed 
in  1991. 

Dovmtown-Evergreen  Corridor 

This  comdor  will  connect  downtown  San 
Jose  and  San  Jose  State  University  to  the 
Eastridge  Transfer  Center  for  a  distance 
of  6  to  8  miles.  A  preliminary  corridor 
study  was  completed  in  1991 . 

De  Anza  Corridor 

The  De  Anza  Corridor  runs  from  Mountain 
View  or  Sunnyvale  to  the  Guadalupe 
Corridor  predominately  along  Route  85 
through  Cupertino,  Saratoga  and  Los 
Gatos  for  a  distance  of  17  to  18  miles. 

South  San  Jose  Corridor 

This  comdor  would  continue  rail  service 
on  Capitol  Expressway  from  Eastridge  to 
the  Guadalupe  Corridor  in  San  Jose. 
Combined  with  the  De  Anza.  Tasman. 
and  Capitol  Corridors,  an  intra-county 
loop  of  rail  service  would  be  formed. 

Stevens  Creek/Alum  Rock 

This  corridor  oins  from  Cupertino  near 
De  Anza  College  through  downtown  San 
Jose  and  to  East  San  Jose  and  the  Alum 
Rock  area  for  a  distance  of  16  miles 

Tasman  Completion  -  Sunnyvale 

This  project  would  construct  the  second 
leg  of  the  Tasman  Corridor  from 
Lockhieed  to  downtown  Sunnyvale  on 
Mathilda  or  Pastoria  Avenues. 

JkrSCamilors 

The  T2010  Long  Range  Rail  Master  Plan 
includes  seven  additional  corridors 
designated  for  future  development 
beyond  the  year  2010  timeframe  These 


Tier  3  considers  are  designed  to  complete 
a  comprehensive  rail  transit  system  for 
Santa  Clara  County: 

•  Almaden  Corridor  -  extends  rail  3  miles 
further  into  the  Almaden  Valley  from  the 
Guadalupe's  Almaden  Station 

•  Bailey  Corridor  -  connects  the  Almaden 
Con'idor  extension  with  the  Santa 
Teresa  Coriidor  following  the  realigned 
Bailey  Road  in  San  Jose. 

•  El  Camino  Real  -  runs  from  downtown 
San  Jose  through  Santa  Clara.  Sunny- 
vale. Mountain  View  to  Palo  Alto  on  El 
Camino  Real  for  a  distance  of  20  miles. 

•  North/South  -  extends  from  the  West 
Valley  to  the  Golden  Triangle  near 
Lawrence  and  San  Tomas  Express- 
ways 

•  Northwest  -  connects  residential  areas 
in  Los  Altos  and  Mountain  View  with 
employment  centers  in  North  County, 

•  Santa  Teresa  -  serves  the  Coyote 
Valley  in  San  Jose  along  Santa  Teresa 
Boulevard. 

•  Los  Gatos  Extension  -  extends  rail 
sen/ice  in  the  Vasona  Corridor  from 
Route  85  through  dowmtown  Los  Gatos. 
Eventually  a  regional  connection  could 
be  provided  to  Santa  Cruz, 


Santa  Clara  County  Transit 
District  Board  of  Supervisors 

Rod  Diridon.  District  4,  Chair 

Dianne  l^cKenna,  District  5.  Vice  Chair 

Mike  Honda.  District  1 

Zoe  Lofgren,  District  2 

Ron  Gonzales.  District  3 

Sally  Reed.  County  Executive 
Larry  Reuter.  Director,  Santa  Clara 
County  Transportation  Agency 


^^  Santa  Clara  County  Transportation  Agency 
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Alameda  County 

Edward  R.  Campbell 
David  S.  Karp 

Contra  Costa  Countv 

Tom  Powus 
Sharon  J.  Brown 

Mann  County 

Karen  Kunze 

Napa  County 

Fred  Necri 

San  Francisco- 
City  and  County 

Tom  Hsieh 
Rubin  Cliciuian 

San  Mateo  County 

Mary  Griffin 
Iane  Baker 

Chairwoman 
Santa  Clara  County 

Rod  Dirioon 
(AMES  T.  Beall,  Jr. 

Solarw  County 

James  Sperinc 

SofXKTia  County 

Peter  C.  Foppiano 

Association  o( 
Bay  Area  Governments 

Dunne  McKenna 

Vice-Chair 

S.F.  Bay  Conservation 

and  Development 

Commission 

ANCELO  J.  SiRACUSA 

Stale  Business. 

Transponation  and 

Housing  AgerKy 

Preston  W.  Kelley 

U.S  Deijartment 
of  Transponation 

William  P.  Duplissea 

U.S.  Oepanmenl 

of  hlousing 

and  Urban  Development 

CoRix>N  H.  McKay 


The  Honorable  Frank  R.  Wolf 
US  House  of  Representatives 
104  Cannon  House 
Washington  D.C.  20515-4610 

Dear  Congressman  Wolf: 

Thank  you  for  giving  us  the  opportunity  to  respond  to  your  questions 
on  the  FY  1994  transportation  appropriations  bill.  We  have  attached 
a  point-by-point  response  to  each  of  the  questions  submitted  to  MTC 
Chair  Jane  Baker  at  the  March  24  hearing  before  the  House 
Appropriations  Committee  Subcommittee  on  Transportation. 

Since  the  questions  of  the  subcommittee  appear  to  be  directed  at 
understanding  how  MTC  plans  to  use  discretionary  funding,  we  have 
focused  our  responses  on  project  specific  information  as  it  relates 
to  the  funding  MTC  is  requesting  from  discretionary  sources.  In 
addition  to  seeking  discretionary  funding,  MTC  is  advocating  that 
the  Intermodal  Surface  Transportation  Efficiency  Act  of  1991  (ISTEA) 
be  funded  to  its  full  authorized  levels.  Through  fully  funding 
ISTEA,  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Area  will  receive  its  normal  formula 
transportation  operating  and  capital  funding  established  in  federal 
law,  which  would  be  used  for  the  ongoing  operations  and  maintenance 
of  our  transportation  systems.  Discretionary  funding,  in  contrast, 
is  generally  used  for  large,  new  capital  projects  and  initiatives. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  clarify  these  important  issues.  If 

you  or  your  staff  wish  further  information,  please  feel  free  to 

contact  me  or  our  Washington  D.C.  representative  Mr.  Thomas  J. 
Bulger  at  (202)  775-0074. 


Sincerely, 

William  F.  Hein 

Deputy  Executive  Director 


WFH/DT/dt 


Executive  Director 

Lawrence  D.  Dahms 


Deputy  Executive  Director 

William  F.  Hein 


be:   Dahms 
Bulger 


Joseph  P.  Bort  MetooCenter  •  1 01  Eighth  Street  •  Oakland,  CA  94607-4700 
510/464-7700  •  TDD/TTY  510/464-7769  •  FAX  510/464-7848 
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Response  to  Questions  Submitted  to  Public  Witnesses 

At  the  March  24  Hearing  before  the 

House  Transportation  Appropriations  Subconmittee 

(1)  What  organization  would  be  the  recipient  of  the  federal  funds  requested?  MTC 
is  requesting  $155  million  in  Section  3  New  Rail  Starts  funding.  This  amount  is 
composed  of  the  $100  million  FY  1994  earmark  for  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Area 
authorized  in  ISTEA  plus  $55  million  that  makes  up  for  the  difference  between  the 
appropriated  amount  in  FY  93  ($45  million)  and  the  authorized  amount  of  $100 
million.  Overall,  ISTEA  earmarks  $568.5  million  for  Bay  Area  rail  programs,  and 
leaves  the  apportionment  of  payments  to  the  Metropolitan  Transportation 
Commission  (MTC).  The  ultimate  recipient  agencies  for  these  funds  would  the  San 
Francisco  Bay  Area  Rapid  Transit  System  (BART)  and  the  Santa  Clara  County  Transit 
District  (SCCTD),  who  are  project  sponsors  of  the  two  major  Bay  Area  federally 
funded  rail  projects. 

MTC  is  also  seeking  a  $13  million  Section  3  Bus  discretionary  grant  for  purposes 
of  implementing  the  federal  Americans  with  Disabilities  Act.  Various  transit 
operators  in  the  Bay  Area  would  receive  these  funds.  Attachment  A  to  this 
document  lists  the  project  sponsors  and  funding  amounts  that  comprise  our  Section 
3  Bus  discretionary  grant  request. 

(2)  How  much  funding  are  you  requesting  from  this  subcommittee  for  FY  1994?  As 
discussed  above,  $155  million  in  Section  3  New  Rail  Starts  funding  and  $13 
million  in  Section  3  Bus  funding.  MTC  also  advocates  for  fully  funding  all  the 
authorized  programs  under  ISTEA.  This  would  provide  the  Bay  Area  with  funding 
through  the  normal  federal  highway  and  transit  formula  programs. 

(3)  What  will  these  funds  be  used  for?  The  $155  million  in  Section  3  New  Rail 
Starts  funding  will  be  used  to  fund  two  projects  in  the  Bay  Area: 

A  six  mile,  3  station  extension  of  BART  from  the  new  Colma  station  to  the 
San  Francisco  Airport. 

A  12  mile  light  rail  addition  to  Santa  Clara  County's  Guadalupe  light  rail 
system  known  as  the  Tasman  Corridor  project. 

The  estimated  breakdown  of  the  $155  million  is  as  follows: 

FY  1994 
Project Funding  Amount    Recipient Purpose 


BART  Extension  to 
the  San  Francisco 
Airport 


$95  million 


San  Francisco  Bay 
Area  Rapid 
Transit 


Final  design, 
right-of-way, 
vehicle 

acquisition  and 
construction 


Tasman  Corridor 
Project 


$60  million 


Santa  Clara 
County  Transit 
District 


right-of-way, 

vehicle 

acquisition 


Attachment  A  gives  detailed  information  on  proposed  uses  for  the  $13  million  bus 
discretionary  grant. 
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(4)  Are  you  requesting  any  funds  for  non-construction  purposes?  If  yes,  what 
would  these  funds  be  used  for?  In  addition  to  construction  funding,  funds  will 
be  used  for  several  pre-construction  activities.  These  include  right-of-way 
purchase,  final  design  and  vehicle  acquisition. 

(5)  What  impact  does  this  project  have  on  our  national  transportation  network, 
or  any  other  federal  purpose,  which  would  justify  the  request  for  funds  from 
this  subconmiittee? 

The  $13  million  Section  3  Bus  discretionary  grant  will  be  used  to 
implement  the  requirements  of  the  Americans  for  Disabilities  Act. 

•  The  $155  million  Section  3  New  Rail  Starts  request  will  be  used  for  two 
projects:  The  BART  extension  to  the  San  Francisco  Airport  and  the  Tasman 
Corridor  light  rail  project.  The  BART  extension  will  serve  a  major 
international  airport  and  a  key  gateway  to  the  Pacific  Rim,  as  well  as 
provide  added  person  carrying  capacity  along  several  highway  routes 
proposed  for  the  National  Highway  System  (NHS).  Similarly,  the  Tasman 
corridor  project,  an  extension  to  the  20  mile  Guadalupe  light  rail  system, 
will  connect  routes  proposed  for  the  NHS. 

As  transit  projects,  all  projects  will  help  the  Bay  Area  maintain  compliance  with 
the  Federal  Clean  Air  Act,  while  helping  the  economic  vitality  of  the  region. 

(6)  For  FY  1993,  what  is  the  total  amount  of  federal  funds  that  this  organization 
received,  and  what  activities  were  funded  by  these  amounts.  The  various  funding 
projects  and  programs  in  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Area  are  programmed  for 
approximately  $2.9  billion  in  federal  transportation  funds  in  FY  93.  These  funds 
will  be  used  for  maintaining,  operating  and  improving  our  roads,  highways  and 
transit  systems.  A  complete  summary  of  our  federal  program  is  provided  in  the 
1993  Transportation  Improvement  Program  submitted  to  the  Federal  Highway 
Administration  and  the  Federal  Transportation  Administration  on  September  23, 
1993. 

In  FY  1993,  Congress  earmarked  $45  million  in  Section  3  New  Rail  Starts  funding 
for  the  Bay  Area.  These  funds  are  being  used  for  construction  of  the  BART  Colma 
project  and  for  final  design  of  the  Tasman  project.  To  date,  the  Bay  Area  has 
obligated  or  has  grant  applications  pending  for  $207.25  million  of  the  $226.25 
million  in  New  Rail  Starts  funding  earmarked  by  Congress. 
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(7)  Has  the  project  received  federal  funds  in  prior  years?  In  what  fiscal  year 
were  those  funds  received  and  in  what  amounts?  For  the  projects  we  are  seeking 
discretionary  funding  for  in  FY  1994,  the  following  provides  detailed  information 
on  prior  year  Section  3  New  Rail  Starts  earmarks  appropriated  to  the  San 
Francisco  Bay  Area: 


FY  90 

FY  91 

FY  92 

FY  93 

Total- 

Earmarks 

$28.50 

$40.00 

$112.75 

$45.00 

$226.25 

USES  OF  EARMARKS 


BART 

extension 
to  Col  ma 

11.65 

70.05 

42.3 

124.00 

BART 

extension 
to  SF 
Airport 

22.50 

22.50 

Tasman 

12.75 

48.00 

60.75 

Cumul . 
Balance 

$28.50 

$56.85 

$64.30 



$19.00(1) 

(1)  Funds  will  be  used  for  project  expenses  in  FY  94. 

The  Section  3  Bus  discretionary  projects  shown  in  Attachment  A  have  not  received 
prior  year  funding. 

(8)  Will  you  be  seeking  additional  funds  from  this  subcommittee  for  this  project 
in  the  future?  Yes.  ISTEA  language  commits  up  to  $558.5  million  to  the  San 
Francisco  Bay  Area  rail  program.  If  we  are  successful  in  receiving  the  $155 
million  we  are  request  in  FY  94,  we  will  then  seek  the  remaining  $187.25  million 
in  future  years.  We  may  also  continue  to  seek  grants  for  implementation  of  ADA. 

(9)  What  is  the  total  expected  cost  of  the  project?  What  percentage  of  the  total 
cost  of  this  project  would  be  funded  by  the  federal  government?  These  two 
projects  are  part  of  MTC's  $3.5  billion  regional  rail  extension  program.  As 
previously  reported  to  Congress  (see  FTA's  1992  report  to  Congress  on  Section  3 
funding  and  New  Rail  Starts  projects),  this  program  links  together  six  different 
rail  extension  projects.  For  example,  the  BART  extension  to  the  San  Francisco 
Airport  will  extend  into  San  Mateo  County  and  provide  service  to  that  county.  For 
this  service,  San  Mateo  County  will  pay  a  service  fee  to  the  BART  district  which 
will  be  used  to  fund  three  other,  100  percent  locally  funded  BART  extensions  in 
the  eastern  part  of  the  Bay  Area.  Through  this  and  other  linkages,  the  federal 
share  of  the  overall  rail  extension  program  has  been  kept  down  to  approximately 
30  percent.  Attachment  B  to  this  document  is  a  map  and  funding  summary  of  the 
regional  rail  program. 
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The  following  is  project  specific  information  for  the  two  federally  funded 
projects: 

.  The  BART  to  San  Francisco  Airport  project  is  estimated  to  cost  $788  to 
$960  million  depending  upon  locally  advocated  design  and  alignment 
options.  The  federal  funding  share  of  the  lower  cost  estimate  is  75 
percent.  Locally  advocated  design  alternatives  would  be  locally  funded 
potentially  reducing  the  federal  share  of  the  higher  cost  estimate  to 
approximately  61  percent. 

•  The  Tasman  corridor  light  rail  project  is  estimated  to  cost  $480  million 
and  would  be  50  percent  federally  funded. 

The  $13  million  Section  3  Bus  discretionary  grant  is  a  90  percent  federal  funded 
project. 

(10)  How  much  state,  local,  or  private  funds  will  be  used  for  this  project? 

For  the  BART  to  San  Francisco  Airport,  approximately  $197  to  $369  million  in 
state  and  local  funds  will  be  used  depending  upon  locally  advocated  design 
options.  For  the  Tasman  corridor  project,  $240  million  in  state  and  local  funds 
will  be  used.  The  Section  3  Bus  discretionary  grant  will  use  $1.4  million  in 
state/local  funds.  See  attachment  B  for  a  detailed  description  of  the  non-federal 
funding  for  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Area's  rail  program. 

(11)  Are  you  seeking  funds  this  year  from  any  other  federal  source,  or  any  other 
appropriations  subcommittee  for  this  project,  or  for  any  other  project?  We  are 
seeking  no  other  federal  funds  for  the  rail  extension  or  ADA  projects  described 
above.  As  noted  in  our  response  to  question  #6,  we  are  seeking  up  to  $2.9  billion 
for  literally  hundreds  of  different  transportation  projects.  Each  project  seeking 
federal  funding  in  FY  93  is  described  in  the  Bay  Area's  1993  Transportation 
Improvement  Program. 

(12)  If  the  project  for  which  you  are  seeking  federal  funds  from  this 
subcommittee  is  a  highway  project,  where  does  it  rank  on  the  state's  priority 
list?  Not  applicable. 

(13)  If  the  project  is  a  transit  project,  does  the  general  public  in  your  area 
support  the  project?  Yes.  The  rail  projects  we  are  seeking  funding  for  have  gone 
through  the  FTA  Alternative  Analysis,  federal  environmental  review,  and  are 
included  in  the  Regional  Transportation  Plan.  Through  all  these  processes,  public 
input  on  mode  selection,  alignment,  etc.  has  been  extensive.  Further,  the  public 
has  readily  shown  its  support  by  voting  to  increase  Bay  Area  bridge  toll  rates 
and  sales  taxes  to  fund  these  projects.  (See  response  to  question  #  14.) 
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(14)  Has  there  been  any  public  financing  mechanisms  initiated  at  the  state  and/or 
local  level  to  help  fund  this  project  (highway  or  transit),  such  as  a  dedicated 
gas  tax  increase  or  a  bond  referendum?  If  so,  please  provide  the  specifics,  and, 
in  the  case  of  any  proposed  bonding  authority,  please  indicate  the  results  of 
placing  this  project  before  the  public.  The  Bay  Area  regional  rail  plan  is  over 
70  percent  locally  funded.  Some  of  the  local  sources  approved  by  Bay  Area  voters 
are: 

.  San  Mateo  County  voters  approved  an  additional  sales  tax  increase  of  1/2 
cent  in  1988  for  its  commitments  to  the  regional  rail  plan.  A  previously 
approved  1/2  cent  county  sales  tax  for  transit  purposes  will  help  pay  for 
the  BART  extension  to  the  airport. 

•  Alameda  County  voters  approved  an  additional  sales  tax  increase  of  1/2 
cent  in  1987  to  help  pay  for  the  BART  extensions  in  their  county,  which 
are  part  of  the  regional  rail  plan. 

•  Contra  Costa  County  voters  approved  an  additional  1/2  cent  in  1987  to  help 
pay  for  the  BART  extensions  their  county,  which  are  part  of  the  regional 
rail  plan. 

Santa  Clara  County  voters  have  approved  up  to  a  1/2  cent  increase  in 
county  sales  taxes  that  will  pay  for  the  Tasman  project  in  addition  to 
other  rail  projects.  A  previously  approved  1/2  cent  county  sales  tax 
supports  the  operation  of  the  existing  transit  system. 

•  In  1988,  San  Francisco  voters  similarly  approved  a  1/2  percent  sales  tax 
for  transportation  projects. 

•  In  1988,  Bay  Area  voters  approved  an  increase  in  Bay  Area  toll  bridge 
rates  to  pay,  in  part,  for  the  BART  extensions.  A  previous  increase  in 
1977  was  also  dedicated  to  transit  capital  improvements. 

•  Each  of  the  nine  counties  in  the  MTC  region  has  an  additional  1/4  percent 
sales  tax  for  transportation  purposes. 

In  addition  to  the  sales  tax  increases  above,  all  three  counties  that  are 
part  of  the  BART  district  (Alameda,  Contra  Costa  and  San  Francisco)  have 
a  dedicated  1/2  cent  sales  tax  to  pay  for  BART  operating  expenses  and 
capital  costs.  A  portion  of  these  funds  also  support  AC  Transit  and  SF 
Muni . 

Besides  locally  approved  revenue  measures,  in  1989  voters  in  the  state  of 
California  approved  a  comprehensive  transportation  funding  package  that  increased 
the  state  gas  tax  from  nine  cents  to  18  cents  over  a  period  of  time.  The  voters 
at  the  same  time  approved  two  bond  programs  that  provide  $2.9  billion  for  state 
rail  programs.  Funds  from  these  state  sources  are  part  of  the  Bay  Area's  rail 
plan  financing  package. 

Finally,  MTC  and  BART  entered  into  a  unique  joint  project  financing  arrangement 
that  establishes  a  financing  agency  for  the  purpose  of  issuing  debt  and  raising 
funds  for  constructing  BART  extensions. 
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Attachment  A 

Section  3  Bus  Discretionary  Program  and 
The  Americans  With  Disabilities  Act 


The  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission  and  Bay  Area  transit  operators  request 
funding  for  the  following  Section  3  ADA-related  projects  to  be  fionded  out  of  the 
discretionary  bus  category.  The  total  Section  3  Bus  request  is  $12,958,221  for  FY  1994. 


FY  1994  Section  3  Discretionary  Bus  Program  for  the 
MTC  Region  ADA  Implementation  Projects  (90%  Federal/10%  Local  Match) 

Congressional 
District 

Operator 

Project  Description 

Federal 
Share 

Total 
Project  Cost 

MTCRegion: 

1,  3, 6,  7,  8, 
9, 10, 12, 13, 
14, 15, 16 

Regional  ADA  eligibility 
database  for  entire 
MTC  region 

$335,700 

$373,000 

.  Central  Countiesi^ 

7,9,13 

AC  Transit 

Fixed-route  headsigns 
retrofit/loudspeaker  system 

$1,620,000 

$1,800,000 

7,  8,  9, 10, 
12,13 

Alameda 
County 
(AC  Transit 
BART, 
LAVTA, 
Uruon  City) 

Ten  paratransit  vehicles  and 
ADA  computers  and  software 

$867,816 

$964,240 

7,10 

CCCTA 

Six  paratransit  vehicles  and 
an  ADA  computerized 
scheduling  system 

$428,015 

$475,572 

10 

LAVTA 

ADA  hardware  and 
software  for  LAVTA 

$47,250 

$52,500 

8,12 

S.F.  Muni 

Lease  of  Seattle  Metro 
trolley  coaches  (18) 

$431,017 

$478,908 

YSootherrr  Countiesi     ^ 

12,14 

SamTrans 

Paratransit  vehicles  (28), 
ADA  bus  stop  accessibility 
and  a  paratransit  computer 

$3,235,799 

$3,595,332 

13, 14, 15, 16 

SCCTD 

ADA  bus  stop  improvements 
and  sign  replacements, 
paratransit  vehicles  (20) 

$2,025,000 

$2,250,000 
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Section  3  Bus  Discretionary  Program  and 
The  Americans  With  Disabilities  Act 

(continued) 


MTC 

FY  1994  Section  3  Discretionary  Bus  Program  for  the 
Region  ADA  Implementation  Projects  (90%  Federal/10%  Local  Match) 

Congressional 
District           Operator 

Project  Description 

Federal 
Share 

Total 
Project  Cost 

Northern  Counties 

1 

Fairfield 

Two  paratrai\sit  vehicles/ 
two  minivans,  computer 
and  scheduling  program 
wheelchair  ramps,  bus  shelters, 
bus  hailing  cards,  and 
TDD/TTY  phcxte  system 

$453,463 

$503348 

6 

Golden 
Gate 

Nine  expansion  paratransit 
v^des,  and  bus  stop  and 
transit  fodlity  improvements 

$989,944 

$1,099,938 

1 

Napa 

Announcement  system  fur 
sight-impciired  passengers 
(for  16  buses) 

$117,000 

$130,000 

6 

Santa  Rosa 

Sx  paratransit  vehicles  and 
bus  stop  improvements 

$306,000 

$340,000 

1,6 

Sonoma 
County 
Transit 

Paratransit  facility  and  five 
paratransit  vehicles 

$945,000 

$l,050/)00 

7 

Vallfjo 

Ten  paratransit  vehicles  and 
paratransit  radio/dispatch 

$786,816 

$874,240 

1,3 

Vacaville 

Three  paratransit  vdtides, 
ADA  equipment  for 
fixed-route  buses 

$225,000 

$250,000 

7 

WeslCAT 

Three  paratransit  vehicles  and 
related  equipment 

$144,401 

$160,446 

• 

Totals; 

$12,958,221 

$14,398,024 

1 

Metropolitan 
Transportation 
Commission 
Rail  Extension 
Program 

Resolution  No.  1876 

Adopted  March  24,  1988 
Last  revised  February  27,  1 99 1 


MTC  Griptuapb  -  V9l 


Total  Cost :  $3,506.5  million 

State  Funds  $73 1 .9  million  (20.9%; 

BART  $118.6  million  (3.4%) 

Alameda  County  $194.7  million  (5.67%)  (Under  negotiation) 

Contra  Costa  County  $243.4  million  (6.9%) 

San  Mateo  County  $688.4  million  (/9.6%) 

Santa  Clara  County  $116  0  million  (3.3%) 

Bridge  Tolls  $134.0  million  (3.8%) 

Unidentified  $60.6  million  (f.7%) 

Federal  $986.8  million  (28./%) 


N 


10  JPB  Caltrain  Funding  $232.2  million  (6.6%) 
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Wednesday,  March  24,  1993. 

HOOSIER  HEARTLAND  INDUSTRIAL  CORRIDOR; 
FORT  WAYNE  INTERNATIONAL  AIRPORT 

WITNESSES 

HON.  JILL  LONG,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF 
INDIANA 

PAUL  HELMKE,  MAYOR,  FORT  WAYNE,  IN 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Foglietta,  will  you  assume  the  Chair? 

Mr.  FoGUETTA  [eissuming  chair].  Yes.  First  of  all,  I  would  like  to 
welcome  our  colleague,  the  Honorable  Jill  Long.  We  are  happy  to 
have  you  with  us  today.  You  are  introducing  Mayor  Paul  Helmke  of 
the  great  city  of  Fort  Wa3me,  Indiana. 

Ms.  Long. 

Ms.  Long.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman  and  Mr.  Wolf. 

I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  testify  before  this  subcommittee 
today.  In  a  minute  I  am  going  to  introduce  to  you  Mayor  Paul 
Helmke  of  Fort  Wayne,  who  has  joined  me  in  past  years,  and  who 
is  going  to  discuss  our  concerns  regarding  the  Fort  Wayne  Interna- 
tional Airport. 

But  first,  I  will  discuss  my  concerns  regarding  the  widening  of 
U.S.  24  from  Fort  Wayne,  Indiana  to  Lafayette,  Indiana,  a  corridor 
that  is  commonly  referred  to  as  the  Hoosier  Heartland  Industrial 
Corridor. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  subcommittee,  as  you  may 
know,  the  validity  of  widening  U.S.  24  was  recognized  during  the 
consideration  of  ISTEA.  Specifically,  the  planned  widehing  was  in- 
cluded as  one  of  the  corridors  of  national  significance  outlined  in 
the  act  and  it  was  provided  a  6-year  $9.5  million  authorization,  of 
which  $2.5  million  has  already  been  obligated. 

The  construction  phase  on  some  segments  of  the  roadway  will  be 
ready  to  begin  in  the  next  fiscal  year  in  1994.  Comparing  the  costs 
associated  with  the  scheduled  construction  and  the  projected  bal- 
ance of  Federal  and  State  funds  to  be  available  at  the  end  of  fiscal 
year  1993,  you  will  see  that  there  is  a  considerable  shortfall  in  the 
level  of  funds  needed  to  continue  this  impK)rtant  project  and  contin- 
ue it  on  schedule. 

At  the  end  of  fiscal  year  1993,  there  will  be  a  balance  of  $6  mil- 
lion. However,  the  construction  that  is  scheduled  to  begin  during 
fiscal  year  1994  is  going  to  cost  over  $23  million  and  that  leaves  a 
$17  million  shortfall. 

It  is  encouraging  to  me  to  see  this  highway  widening  project  ad- 
vancing to  the  construction  phase.  At  the  same  time,  I  am  very 
much  aware  that  this  is  a  challenging  prospect  for  the  subcommit- 
tee when  we  take  into  account  our  Nation's  current  fiscal  condi- 
tion. I  agree  with  the  comments  that  Chairman  Carr  made  earlier 
this  year  that  many  projects  nationwide  have  been  slow  to  expend 
the  Federal  resources  provided.  I  wholeheartedly  support  the  ef- 
forts of  this  committee  to  ensure  that  such  projects  are  being  devel- 
oped in  a  timely  and  thoughtful  manner. 

With  this  in  mind,  I  believe  officials  from  the  State  of  Indiana 
and  the  local  governments  along  Route  24  have  devoted  the  time 
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and  the  resources  to  ensure  that  the  completion  of  this  worthy 
project  is  done  in  a  cost-effective  manner  and  have  worked  closely 
with  Federal  transportation  officials.  I  am  hopeful  that  you  and 
other  members  of  this  subcommittee  are  as  encouraged  as  I  am  and 
are  able  to  make  a  determination  in  the  near  future  that  the  U.S. 
24  widening  project  is  worthy  and  deserving  of  the  Federal  match 
necessary  to  continue  the  project. 

Highway  improvements  to  the  Hoosier  Heartland  Industrial  Cor- 
ridor are  very  important  for  both  safety  and  economic  reasons.  I 
hope  that  you  will  find  it  within  your  means  to  fully  support  the 
construction  schedule  of  this  critically  important  project.  I  must 
point  out  that  over  the  last  10  to  15  years,  because  of  a  deteriorat- 
ing highway,  a  two-lane  highway  that  is  curving  and  hilly,  econom- 
ic growth  has  suffered  in  the  area.  In  addition  to  that,  there  are 
some  very  serious  safety  concerns. 

I  would  certainly  hope  that  the  committee  would  continue  to  sup- 
port this  project.  I  believe  it  is  an  important  part  of  infrastructure 
growth  and  development  for  the  United  States  of  America  and  not 
just  for  a  section  of  northern  Indiana. 

I  thank  you  very  much  for  the  opportunity  to  testify. 

Ms.  Long.  With  that,  I  have  the  privilege  of  introducing  to  the 
committee  once  again  Mayor  Paul  Helmke  from  the  city  of  Fort 
Wayne,  who  also  has  a  strong  commitment  to  infrastructure  devel- 
opment in  our  area  to  ensure  economic  growth. 

Mr.  FoGUETTA.  Thank  you,  Ms.  Long. 

Mayor? 

Mayor  Helmke.  Thank  you. 

I  might  just  say  that  I  am  very  active  with  the  U.S.  Conference 
of  Mayors  and  we  salute  your  efforts  on  behalf  of  the  Urban 
Caucus,  too.  That  is  very  important. 

I  want  to  thank  the  subcommittee  for  allowing  me  to  testify 
again.  The  subcommittee  in  the  past  has  placed  the  Fort  Wajnie 
International  Airport  on  the  FAA  priority  list,  as  it  has  happened 
for  the  last  4  years.  We  are  very  grateful  for  that  past  support  and 
I  think  we  are  now  seeing  the  light  at  the  end  of  the  tunnel  in 
terms  of  fixing  up  our  airport.  I  want  to  join  Congresswoman  Long 
and  formally  request  that  our  airport  be  placed  on  the  priority  list 
again  for  fiscal  year  1994. 

Through  the  efforts  of  the  subcommittee,  we  have  started  a 
number  of  constructive  capital  improvement  projects  to  effectively 
manage  the  projected  increase  in  the  number  of  airport  users.  We 
do  have  an  increase  in  users  and  additional  assistance  is  going  to 
be  necessary  to  meet  that  need  as  well  as  meeting  FAA  mandated 
standards  and  continue  the  projects  we  started  in  the  past. 

At  the  present  time,  we  have  a  few  major  projects  which  we 
would  like  to  initiate  during  this  calendar  year,  if  funds  are  avail- 
able. One  project  involves  completing  the  reconstruction  of  the  air- 
craft terminal  parking  ramp.  Some  of  the  pavement  at  the  airport 
is  more  than  50  years  old.  This  was  originally  a  World  War  II  air- 
port. It  is  in  very  poor  condition.  Three  of  the  five  phases  for  the 
aircraft  terminal  parking  ramp  were  recently  provided  assistance. 
The  fourth  stage  of  the  project,  the  $1.2  million  portion,  would 
ensure  the  future  safety  of  the  airport  and  airport  passengers.  The 
final  phase  would  then  be  ready  to  begin  in  fiscal  year  1995. 
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The  second  project  includes  installation  of  automated  security 
access  system.  That  is  another  FAA  mandate  that  would  cost  ap- 
proximately $3.2  million. 

Another  project  that  could  begin  this  calendar  year  is  the  con- 
struction of  FAA-mandated  taxiway  guidance  signs,  which  will  cost 
an  estimated  $450,000. 

Finally,  we  have  a  project  that  could  begin  in  fiscal  year  1994 
which  involves  the  development  of  airfield  storm  water  detention, 
which  would  cost  an  estimated  $1,885  million. 

We  do  understand  the  constraints  that  face  the  committee.  We're 
an  important  economic  component  in  northeast  Indiana  and  north- 
west Ohio.  We  have  been  very  supportive  locally  of  providing 
funds — property  tax  funds,  local  income  tax  funds — toward  air- 
port improvements.  With  this  in  mind,  we  would  hope  that  the  air- 
port would  remain  on  the  FAA  priority  discretionary  funding  list 
to  ensure  our  safe  and  efficient  operation  in  the  future. 

With  that,  I  thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  FoGUETTA.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Frank? 

Mr.  Wolf.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  welcome  both  of  you. 

Jill,  would  U.S.  24  be  eligible  for  funding  in  the  emergency  stim- 
ulus package? 

Ms.  Long.  Yes,  I  believe  it  is. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Was  this  one  of  the  projects  that  your  State  put  on 
the  list  of  potential  stimulus  package  projects? 

Ms.  Long.  If  I  understand  it,  but  I  want  to  verify  it. 

It  is  a  high  priority  for  the  States — the  highway  project — ^but  it  is 
not  a  part  of  the  stimulus  package. 

But  the  airport  funding  is  part  of  the  stimulus  package. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Ms.  Long.  I  would  like  to  add  something  to  the  Mayor's  testimo- 
ny. He  made  the  statement  that  we  are  now  seeing  the  light  at  the 
end  of  the  tunnel  regarding  major  improvements  to  the  airport.  We 
have  been  on  the  priority  list  the  last  4  years.  When  I  first  took 
office  and  visited  the  airport,  you  could  rub  your  shoe  across  some 
of  the  pavement  and  it  would  crumble. 

We  have  made  substantial  improvements.  Major  parts  of  the  air- 
port itself  were  actually  closed  because  of  problems  with  deteriora- 
tion. We  have  made  substantial  improvements.  Don't  expect  that 
we  are  even  going  to  be  making  the  request  for  priority  consider- 
ation very  many  more  years.  Substantial  progress  has  been  made 
and  it  has  been  supported  by  the  local  community  as  well  as  by  the 
Federal  Government.  We  very  much  appreciate  that. 

Mr.  FoGUETTA.  Thank  you  both  for  your  testimony  today. 

[The  prepared  statements  of  the  Hon.  Long  and  Mayor  Helmke 
follow:] 
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TESTIMONY  OF  COMGRESSWOMAN  JIU.  LONG 

4TH  CONGRESSIONAL  DISTRICT  OF  INDIANA 

BEFORE  THE 

COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  TRANSPORTATION 

March  24,  1993 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  appreciate  the  opportxinity  to  testify  before 
this  Subcommittee  today.   I  wish  to  introduce  Mayor  Paul  Helmke 
of  Fort  Wayne,  who,  as  you  may  know,  has  joined  me  here  in  past 
years,  euid  will  discuss  our  concerns  regarding  the  Fort  Wayne 
International  Airport.   But  first,  I  will  discuss  my  concerns 
regarding  the  widening  of  U.S.  24  from  Fort  Wayne,  Indiana,  to 
Lafayette,  Indiana  --a  corridor  commonly  referred  to  as  the 
Hoosier  Heartland  Industrial  Corridor. 

Mr.  Chairmem,  Members  of  the  Subcommittee,  as  you  may  know, 
the  validity  of  widening  U.S.  24  was  recognized  during  the  102nd 
Congress  with  its  authorization  being  included  in  the  Intermodal 
Surface  Transportation  Efficiency  Act  (ISTEA)  in  1991. 
Specifically,  the  planned  widening  was  included  as  one  of  the 
Corridors  of  National  Significance  outlined  in  Section  1105  of 
the  Act.   The  authorized  level  included  in  ISTEA  was  set  at 
$9.5  million  during  the  6 -year  life  of  the  Act,  of  which  $2.5 
million  has  already  been  obligated. 

In  addition,  through  the  cooperation  of  this  Subcommittee, 
the  Hoosier  Heartland  Industrial  Corridor  has  received  more  than 
$12  million  since  Fiscal  Year  (FY)  1989  for  developing  this 
project  during  the  various  preliminary  stages  of  design, 
engineering,  and  land  acquisition. 
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While  funding  made  available  in  the  past  has  certainly  been 
helpful  in  developing  this  project,  the  construction  phase  on 
several  segments  of  the  roadway  will  be  ready  to  begin  next  year, 
continuing  through  1997.   Comparing  the  costs  associated  with  the 
scheduled  construction  phase  and  the  projected  balance  of  Federal 
and  State  funds  to  be  available  at  the  end  of  this  fiscal  year, 
one  will  find  a  considerable  shortfall  in  the  projected  level  of 
funds  needed  to  continue  this  critically  important  project. 

The  Indiana  Department  of  Transportation  has  informed  me 
that  by  the  end  of  this  fiscal  year,  the  balance  of  funds  for 
this  project,  coupled  with  ISTEA  obligations  for  FY  1994,  will 
total  just  over  $6  million.   However,  construction  scheduled  to 
begin  during  FY  1994  is  expected  to  cost  over  $23  million, 
leaving  a  shortfall  of  more  than  $17  million.   Needless  to  say, 
this  shortfall  will  pose  significant  problems  toward  future 
construction,  unless  of  course,  a  commitment  is  made  which 
supports  the  construction  schedule. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  encouraging  to  me  to  see  the  widening 
project  advancing  to  the  construction  phase.   At  the  same  time,  I 
am  fully  aware  that  this  phase,  and  its  coming  to  a  reality  in 
the  very  near  future,  is  a  challenging  prospect  for  the 
Subcommittee  when  taking  into  account  our  nation's  current  fiscal 
condition.   I  also  agree  with  the  comments  that  Chairman  Carr 
made  earlier  this  year  during  previous  Subcommittee  deliberations 
that  many  projects  nationwide  have  been  slow  to  expend  the 
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Federal  resources  provided,  and  that  the  development  of  others 
have  been  ineffective.   I  wholeheartedly  support  your  efforts, 
euad  the  efforts  of  Members  of  this  Subcommittee,  to  ensure  that 
such  projects  are  being  developed  in  a  timely  and  thoughtful 
manner. 

With  this  in  mind,  given  the  level  of  assisteince  provided 
thus  far  to  develop  the  U.S.  24  widening  project,  I  believe  that 
officials  from  the  State  of  Indiouia  and  local  governments  along 
this  route  have  devoted  an  inordinate  amount  of  time  and 
resources  to  ensure  that  the  development  and  con^letion  of  this 
worthy  project  is  done  in  an  efficient  and  effective  manner.   I 
also  am  encouraged  that  State  cuid  local  officials  have  been 
working  closely  with  Federal  treuasportation  officials  toward 
developing  this  project,  and  aun  confident  that  future  efforts  to 
develop  this  project  will  be  as  meamingful  cuid  cost-effective. 

I  am  hopeful  that  you  and  the  Members  of  this  Subcommittee 
are  as  encouraged  as  I,  emd  are  eUsle  to  maJce  a  determination  in 
the  near  future  that  the  U.S.  24  widening  project  is  worthy  and 
deserving  of  the  Federal  match  necessary  to  continue  the  various 
phases  of  this  project,  including  construction. 

Mr.  Chairmcui,  during  the  last  thirty  years,  the  safety  of 
motorists  cuid  the  economy  along  U.S.  24  have  suffered 
cons idercdaly  from  transportation  shortcomings.  As  more  four- 
lane  roads  euid  major  interstates  have  been  built,  large  highways 
have  developed  into  the  primary  freight  distribution  networks 
throughout  the  country. 
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As  the  importance  of  railroads  for  hauling  freight  has 
waned,  larger  and  more  hazardous  trucks  have  increasingly  been 
utilized  to  transport  freight.   Along  U.S.  24  to  the  west  of  Fort 
Wayne,  larger  and  heavier  vehicles  must  use  the  narrow,  winding, 
two -lane  roadways,  if  they  use  them  at  all. 

While  the  cities  of  Fort  Wayne  and  Lafayette  continue  to 
grow,  the  smaller  cities  and  towns  in  between  have  been  adversely 
affected  by  the  inaccessibility  created  by  poor  roadways.   The 
communities  of  this  area  --  composed  of  farms  and  factories  -- 
are  spread  out  over  open  countryside,  which  are  connected 
primarily  by  a  patchwork  of  underdeveloped,  rural  roads.   The 
communities  along  this  roadway  have  tried  to  promote  economic 
development  despite  transportation  inadequacies,  and  are  often 
overlooked  by  companies  because  the  region  lacks  modem 
transportation  routes.   As  the  roadway  exists  now,  companies 
would  have  to  be  wary  about  the  current  inability  to  accommodate 
their  transportation  needs. 

In  addition  to  the  economic  concerns  of  these  communities, 
safety  along  this  route  is  another  issue  worth  serious 
consideration.   The  current  route  is  laden  with  hills  and  curves, 
which  makes  passing  difficult  and  poses  serious  traffic  hazards 
when  slower-moving  farm  vehicles  and  semi -trailers  use  the  road. 
The  development  of  a  proper  transportation  system  is  certain  to 
increase  safety  for  families,  farmers,  and  other  residents  who 
must  share  the  roadway  with  larger  freight  vehicles. 
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Mr.  Chairmcui,  Members  of  the  Subcommittee,  again,  I  fully 
understand  the  budget  constraints  confronting  you  during  these 
tough  economic  times.   However,  highway  improvements  to  the 
Hoosier  Heartlemd  Industrial  Corridor  are  in^ortant  safety  and 
economic  steps  toward  revitalizing  a  depressed  area  in  rural 
Indiana,  and  are  consistent  with  President  Clinton's  goals  to 
increase  investment  in  our  nation's  infrastructure.   I 
respectfully  request  that  the  Subcommittee  continue  to  work 
together  with  the  State  of  Indiana  and  the  cities  and  towns  along 
this  route  on  this  critical  project,  and  find  it  within  your 
means  to  fully  support  the  construction  schedule  of  this 
critically  in^ortant  project. 

In  addition,  for  your  further  information,  I  have  attached 
additional  information  regarding  this  highway  project  for 
inclusion  in  the  record. 

Again,  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  testify  today. 
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TESTIMONY  OF  MAYOR  PAUL  HELMKE 
MAYOR  OF  FORT  WAYNE,  INDIANA 

BEFORE  THE 

COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  TRANSPORTATION 

March  24,  1993 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  Subcommittee,  thank  you  for 
the  opportunity  to  testify  today. 

This  Subcommittee  has  wisely  placed  the  Fort  Wayne 
International  Airport  on  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration's 
(FAA)  priority  list  for  the  past  four  consecutive  years,  and  we 
are  very  grateful  for  that  support.   Today,  I  join  Congresswoman 
Long  to  formally  request  that  you  place  the  airport  on  the 
priority  list  again  for  Fiscal  Year  1994, 

The  Fort  Wayne  International  Airport  serves  a  population  of 
more  than  a  half  million  people,  and  contributes  more  than  $100 
million  to  the  area's  economy  annually.   Through  the  efforts  of 
this  Subcommittee,  we  have  recently  been  able  to  begin 
constructive  capital  improvement  projects.   However,  to 
effectively  manage  the  projected  increase  in  the  number  of 
airport  users,  additional  assistance  will  be  necessary  to  meet 
this  need,  as  well  as  meeting  FAA  standards. 

At  the  present  time,  the  Fort  Wayne  International  Airport 
has  a  few  major  projects  which  could  be  initiated  during  this 
calendar  year  if  funds  become  readily  available. 
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One  such  project  involves  completing  the  re- construction  of 
the  aircraft  terminal  parking  ramp.   Some  of  the  pavement  is  more 
than  50  years  old  and  in  very  poor  condition.   This  project  would 
also  change  the  drainage  flow  so  that  de-icer  products  can  be 
treated  according  to  FAA  standards.   Three  of  the  five  phases 
were  recently  provided  assistance.   Providing  assistance  for  the 
fourth  stage  of  this  project  --a  $1.2  million  portion  of  the 
total  project  --  would  ensure  the  future  safety  of  the  airport 
and  its  passengers.   The  final  phase  will  be  ready  to  begin  in 
Fiscal  year  1995. 

A  second  project  includes  the  installation  of  the  Automated 
Security  Access  System  for  the  airport .   This  must  be  completed 
to  meet  FAA  mandates,  and  will  cost  am  estimated  $3.2  million. 

Another  project  that  could  begin  this  calendar  year  is  the 
construction  of  am  FAA  memdated  Guidauice  Sign.   This  project  will 
cost  em  estimated  $450,000. 

Finally,  a  project  that  could  begin  in  Fiscal  Year  1994 
involves  the  development  of  airfield  storm  water  detention,  which 
will  cost  am  estimated  $1,885,000. 
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Taking  the  projects  together,  the  estimated  discretionary 
funding  needs  that  we  foresee  totals  $5.9  million. 

We  fully  understand  the  constraints  that  this  Subcommittee 
is  facing.   However,  Fort  Wayne  International  Airport  is  an 
important  economic  component  of  northeast  Indiana  and  northwest 
Ohio.   In  addition,  local  residents  have  been  supportive  of 
providing  resources  toward  future  airport  improvements.   With 
this  in  mind,  I  am  hopeful  that  this  airport  in  Indiana's  second 
largest  city  will  remain  on  the  FAA's  priority  discretionary 
funding  list  to  ensure  the  airport's  safe  and  efficient  operation 
in  the  future. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  testify  and  I  appreciate 
your  consideration  of  our  request. 
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INDIANA  DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 

100  North  Sdutf  Avmiuu 

BoomltTSB 

huttaaapoUt,  InOam  4e204-2Z49 

(317)  2St-SS3S  FAX:  (317)  233-0238 


KVAHBAYH.  I 

PSaOSBKX  C  rPOOL,  Cammlateim  Writer's  Diiaet  Une: 

(317)232-1476 


March   17,    1993 


Th«  Honorable  Bob  Carr,  Chalman 
Housa  Transportation  Appropriations  SubeoBsittaa 
2358  Raybum  House  Office  Building 
Haabington,  O.C.   2051S 

Daar  Chairaan  Carr: 

I  asK  your  support  for  Cohgrassvonan  Jill  Iiong's  reqfuaat  for 
funding  for  the  Hoosier  Heartland  Industrial  Corridor  project  in 
the  1994  transportation  appropriatioiia  act.   This  ia  a  major 
highway  construction  project  in  Indiana  which  will  result  in  a 
total  reconstruction  and  four-lane  upgrade  of  the  route  between 
Lafayette  and  Ft.  Wayne,  Indiana. 

The  Hooaiar  Heartland  project  was  designated  as  a  National 
Highway  System  High  Priority  Corridor  in  ISTEA.   It  has  received 
several  other  General  Fund  and  Highway  Trust  Fund  appropriations 
in  past  yeeurs  at  the  request  of  Congresswoaum  I.ong  and  fomer 
Congressnan  Jin  Jontz, 

This  is  a  high  priority  project  in  our  state.   It  has  been 
Included  in  our  state  progran  for  several  years,  and  enjoys 
widespread  local  support. 

I  would  appreciate  your  assistance  in  continuing  funding  of 
this  important  project  in  our  state. 


Sincerely, 


^:/>^ 


Frederick  C.   P'Pool 
PCP/DBF/loi 

Prinltd  an  BacjicM  Paper  e  An  Bqutd  Opportunity  Bmptoyr 
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HOOSIER  HEARTLAND  HIGHWAY  SUMMARY 


The  following  is  a  status  report  on  the  Indiana  Industrial  Corridor 
Safety  Demonstration  project  (Hoosier  Heartland). 

Congress  has  appropriated  $12,036,000  to  date  for  the  Hoosier 
Heartland  Highway  Project.   To  date  $2,960,361  has  been  obligated  for 
preliminary  engineering  and  Right-of-Way  leaving  a  balance  available  for 
$9,075,639. 

For  1993  it  is  estimated  that  Right-of-Way  needs  will  be  $2,000,000 
and  construction  needs  will  be  $2,800,000.   This  will  give  us  a 
projected  balance  at  the  end  of  FFY  93  of  $4,275,639. 

For  1994,  ISTEA  has  authorized  an  additional  $1,748,000  for  this 
project  and  we  are  scheduled  for  $22,352,000  of  construction  and 
$1,000,000  in  right-of-way.   This  would  result  in  a  shortfall  of 
$17,328,361  in  FFY  94. 

Construction  schedules  for  FFY  95  call  for  $112,129,000. 
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HOOSIER  HEARTLAND  TOTAL  CQSTRUCTION  COST  PER  SEGMENT 

1993  1994  1995 

From  Logansport  to  Peru 

Segment  I  $  9,938,000 

From  SR  29  to  just  E  of  CR  325  E 
at  Logansport 

Segment  II  $23,151,000 

From  0.0S7  Mi  E  of  CR  325  E  to 
CRSOOE 

Segment  III  $2,800,000  $12,900,000 

From  CR  500  E  to  0.06  Mile  NE  of 
Existing  US  24 

Segment  IV  $  9,452,000 

From  0.06  Mile  NE  of  Existing  US 
24  to  Cass/Miami  Co  Line 

Segment  V  S26. 104.000 

From  Cass/Miami  Co  Line  to  N 
Interchange  of  US  24  &  US  31 

Total  $2,800,000  $22,352,000  $59,193,000 

From  Wabash  to  Huntington 

Segment  I  $11,971,000 

From  SR  13  To  Largo  Rd,  In  Wabash  Co 

Segment  II  $10,292,000 

From  Largo  Rd,  to  CR  600  E,  2.0  MI  W 
of  Huntington  Co  Line 

Segment  III  $  6,955,000 

From  CR  600  E  in  Wabash  Co  to  Huntington 
Co  Line 

Segment  IV  sii,476,ooo 

From  Wabash  Co  Line  to  SR  105  E  JCT  in 
Huntington  Co 

Segment  V  s12.232.000 

From  SR  105  E  JCT  to  SR  9/37 

Total  $52,936,000 

PREPARED  BY: 

The  Division  of  Policy  <&  Budget 

Scheduling  Unit 

January  20,  1993 
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HOOSIER  HEARTLAND  PROJECT  UPDATE 


1/21/93 


Page  1 


US-24      FROM  LOGANSPORT  TO  PERU  Added  Travel  Lanes 
INCLUDES  3  ROAD  SEGMENTS  &  10  BRIDGES 
US       FROM  SR  29  TO  JUST  EAST  OF  CR  325  E  AT 
24       LOGANSPORT                             FY  FOR  FUNDING  95     -*-*-<EY  ACTIVITY  SCHEDULE-*-*- 

9020320  ADDED  TRAVEL  LANES  STP-U6-4<   )         START Apr  90 

Cass  START  PLAN  DEVELOPMENT Sep  91 

-J$-Construction  Funding-S$  RLANS  TO  RIGHT-OF-WAY Nov  92 

Surface  Trans  Prog     S  7,401  RIGHT-OF-WAY  CLEAR Jun  94 

4.000  MILE(S)    State  Funds  S  1,850  READY  FOR  LETTING Mar  95 

R/W  CODE      ;#  PARCELS  LETTING...       Jun  95 

$  9,251  PROJECT  COMPLETE Nov  97 

DESIGNER:  Steve  Nezovich  CONSULTANT:  Bonar  &  Associates,  Inc. 

INCLUDES  DES  «  9120321  DISTRICT:  Laporte 


US       EBL  BRIDGE  OVER  SR  329,  0.6  MILE  E  OF 

24       SR  29  FY  FOR  FUNDING  95    -*-*-ICEY  ACTIVITY  SCHEDULE-*-*- 

9120321   BRIDGE  RECONSTRUCTION  NH-146-4(   )  START Apr  90 

Cass  START  PLAN  DEVELOPMENT Sep  91 

-$I-Construction  Funding-»$  RLANS  TO  RIGHT-OF-WAY Nov  92 

National  Highway      $   122  RIGHT-OF-WAY  CLEAR May  94 

0.000  MILE(S)    State  Funds  J    31  READY  FOR  LETTING Mar  95 

R/U  COOE      ;«  PARCELS  LETTING...        Jun  95 

35-09-4706  t       153  PROJECT  COMPLETE Nov  97 

DESIGNER:  Hasnukh  Patet  CONSULTANT:  Bonar  &  Associates,  Inc. 

INCLUDED  IN  DES  «  9020320  DISTRICT:  Laporte 


US       WBL  BRIDGE  OVER  SR  329,  0.6  MILE  E  OF 

24       SR  29  FY  FOR  FUNDING  95    -*-*-ICEY  ACTIVITY  SCHEDULE-*-*- 

9120322  BRIDGE  CONSTRUCTION  NH-146-4(    )  START Apr  90 

Cass  START  PLAN  DEVELOPMENT Sep  91 

-$J-Construction  Fundihg-J$  RLANS  TO  RIGHT-OF-WAY Nov  92 

National  Highway      S   427  RIGHT-OF-WAY  CLEAR May  94 

0.000  MILE(S)    State  Funds  t   107  READY  FOR  LETTING Mar  95 

R/W  COOE      ;#  PARCELS  LETTING...       Jun  95 

35-09-7795  i       534  PROJECT  COMPLETE Nov  97 

DESIGNER:  Hasroukh  Patel  CONSULTANT:  Bonar  i   Associates,  Inc. 

INCLUDED  IN  DES  #  9020320  DISTRICT:   Laporte 


•TOTAL  FOR  ABOVE  SEGMENT*" 


$  9,938 


US       FROM  0.057  MILE  E  OF  CR  325  E  TO 

24       CR  500  E  FY  FOR  FUNDING  95    -*-*-ICEY  ACTIVITY  SCHEDULE-*-*- 

7302253  ROAD  RELOCATION  NH-144-6(   )  START Jan  76 

Cass  START  PLAN  DEVELOPMENT Apr  89 

-J$-Construction  Funding-$$  RLANS  TO  RIGHT-OF-WAY Sep  93 

National  Highway       S12,240  RIGHT-OF-WAY  CLEAR Mar  95 

3.000  MILE(S)    S  H  R  C  I  F  t   3,060  READY  FOR  LETTING Mar  95 

R/W  COOE      ;#  PARCELS  LETTING...        Jun  95 

»15,300  PROJECT  COMPLETE Nov  97 

DESIGNER:  Steve  Nezovich  CONSULTANT:  Floyd  E.  Burroughs  &  Assoc. 

INCLUDES  DES  #'S  8902258,  8902259,  920225A,  B,  S  C  DISTRICT:  Laporte 
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HOOSIER  HEARTLAND  PROJECT  UPDATE 


1/21/93 


Page  2 


US-24     FROM  LOGANSPORT  TO  PERU  Road  Construction 

INCLUDES  5  ROAD  SEGMENTS  &  10  BRIDGES 
US       US  2I>   OVER  CR  32SE 

24  FY  FOR  FUNDING  95    -*-*-KEY  ACTIVITY  SCHEOULE-**- 

920225A  BRIDGE  RECONSTRUCTION  NH-K4-6(   )  START Jan  76 

Cass  START  PLAN  DEVELOPMENT Apr  89 

-St-Construction  Funding-St  RLANS  TO  RIGHT-OF-UAY 

National  Highway      $   960  RIGHT-OF-UAY  CLEAR Mar  95 

0.000  MILE(S)    S  H  R  C  I  F  S   240  READY  FOR  LETTING Mar  95 

R/U  CODE      ;#  PARCELS  LETTING...        Jun  95 

24-09- reOI  S  1,200  PROJECT  COMPLETE Nov  97 

DESIGNER:  Hasmukh  Patel  CONSULTANT:  Floyd  E.  Burroughs  &  Assoc. 

INCLUDED  IN  OES  «  7302253  DISTRICT:  Laporte 


US      US  24  OVER  US  35 

24  FY  FOR  FUNDING  95    -•-•-KEY  ACTIVITY  SCHEDULE-*-*- 

920225B  BRIDGE  RECONSTRUCTION  NH-144-6(   )  START Jan  76 

Cass  START  PLAN  DEVELOPMENT Apr  89 

-SS-Construction  Funding-$S  RLANS  TO  RIGHT-OF-UAY 

National  Highway      $  1,840  RIGHT-OF-UAY  CLEAR Har  95 

0.000  MILE(S)    S  H  R  C  I  F  $460  READY  FOR  LETTING Mar  95 

R/U  CODE      ;#  PARCELS  LETTING...        Jun  95 

24-09-7800  $2,300  PROJECT  COMPLETE Nov  97 

DESIGNER:  Hasaukh  Patel  CONSULTANT:  Floyd  E.  Burroughs  t  Assoc. 

INCLUDED  IN  DES  «  7302253  DISTRICT:  Laporte 


US       BRIDGE  RAMP,  US  24  TO  US  35  OVER 

24       CONRAIL  RAILROAD  FY  FOR  FUNDING  95    -•-•-KEY  ACTIVITY  SCHEDULE-*-*- 

920225C  BRIDGE  RECONSTRUCTION  NH-144-6(    )  START Jan  76 

Cass  START  PLAN  DEVELOPMENT Apr  89 

-J$-Construction  Funding-»$  RLANS  TO  RIGHT-OF-UAY 

National  Highway      S   601  RIGHT-OF-UAY  CLEAR Har  93 

0.000  MILE(S)    S  H  R  C  I  F  $   ISO  READY  FOR  LETTING Har  93 

R/U  CODE      ;#  PARCELS  LETTING...        Jun  95 

24-09-264S  $   751  PROJECT  COMPLETE Nov  96 

DESIGNER:  Hasmukh  Patel  CONSULTANT:  Floyd  E.  Burroughs  t  Assoc. 

INCLUDED  IN  DES  «  7302253  DISTRICT:  Laporte 


US       US  24  OVER  CONRAIL  RAILROAD 

24  FY  FOR  FUNDING  95    -•-•-KEY  ACTIVITY  SCHEDULE-^-*- 

8902258  BRIDGE  CONSTRUCTION  NH-144-6(   )        '  START Jan  76 

Cass  START  PLAN  DEVELOPMENT Apr  89 

-SS-Construction  Funding-SS  RLANS  TO  RIGHT-OF-UAY 

National  Highway      S  1,440  RIGHT-OF-UAY  CLEAR Har  95 

0.000  NILE(S)    S  H  R  C  I  F  $   360  READY  FOR  LETTING Mar  95 

R/U  CODE      ;«  PARCELS  LETTING...        Jun  95 

24-09-2635  EB  »  UB  $1,800  PROJECT  COMPLETE Nov  97 

DESIGNER:  Hasmukh  Patel  CONSULTANT:  Floyd  E.  Burroughs  &  Assoc. 

INCLUDED  IN  DES  «  7302253  DISTRICT:   Laporte 
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KOOSIER  HEARTLAND  PROJECT  UPDATE 


1/21/93 


Page  3 


US-24     FROH  LOGANSPORT  TO  PERU  Road  Construction 

INCLUDES  5  ROAD  SEGMENTS  &  10  BRIDGES 
US       US  2«  OVER  MINNOW  CREEK 

24  FY  FOR  FUNDING  95    -•-•-KEY  ACTIVITY  SCHEDULE-*-*- 

8902259  BRIDGE  CONSTRUCTION  NH-U4-6(   )  START Jan  76 

Cass  START  PLAN  DEVELOPMENT Apr  89 

-$$-Conslruction  Funding-»$  RLANS  TO  RIGHT-OF-WAY 

National  Highway      S  1,440  RIGHT-OF-WAY  CLEAR Mar  95 

0.000  MILE(S)    S  H  R  C  I  F  $   360  READY  FOR  LETTING.. Mar  95 

R/W  COOE      ;#  PARCELS  LETTING...        Jun  95 

24-09-7599  $1,800  PROJECT  COMPLETE Nov  97 

DESIGNER:  Hasnukh  Patel  CONSULTANT:  Floyd  E.  Burroughs  i  Assoc. 

INCLUDED  IN  DES  «  7302253  DISTRICT:  Laporte 


i,*?nOTAL  FOR  ABOVE  SEGMENT*** 


$23,151  t 


US      FROH  CR  500  E  TO  0.06  MILE  NE  OF 

24      EXISTING  US  24  FY  FOR  FUNDING  94    -*-*-KEY  ACTIVITY  SCHEOULE-*-*- 

7302311  ROAD  RELOCATION  NH-U6-5(   )         START Jan  76  C 

Cass  START  PLAN  DEVELOPMENT Apr  89  C 

-$$-Construction  Funding-$J  RLANS  TO  RIGHT-OF-WAY May  90  C 

National  Highway  $10,320          RIGHT-OF-WAY  CLEAR Aug  93 

5.600  MILE(S}    S  H  R  C  I  F  $  2,580          READY  FOR  LETTING Hay  94 

■  R/W  COOE  2680;#  PARCELS  074  LETTING...       Aug  94 

$12,900  PROJECT  COMPLETE Nov  95 

DESIGNER:  Steve  Nezovich  CONSULTANT:  American  Consulting  Engineers,  Inc. 

INCLUDES  DES  «   8902312  DISTRICT:  Laporte 

US      US  24  OVER  THE  WABASH  RIVER 

24  FY  FOR  FUNDING  93    -*-*-ICEY  ACTIVITY  SCHEOULE-*-*- 

8902312  BRIDGE  CONSTRUCTION  NH-146-5(   )         START Jan  76  C 

Cass  START  PLAN  DEVELOPMENT Apr  89  C 

-$$-Construction  Funding-$$  RLANS  TO  RIGHT-OF-WAY 

National  Highway  $  2,240          RIGHT-OF-WAY  CLEAR Feb  93 

0.000  HILE(S)    S  H  R  C  I  F  $   560          READY  FOR  LETTING Har  93 

R/U  COOE     ;#  PARCELS  LETTING...       Jun  93 

24-09-7600  $  2,800          PROJECT  COMPLETE Nov  94 

DESIGNER:  Hasnukh  Patel  CONSULTANT:  American  Consulting  Engineers,  Inc. 

INCLUDED  IN  DES  «  8902311  DISTRICT:  Laporte 


'TOTAL  FOR  ABOVE  SEGMENT* 


$15,700 
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HOOSIER  HEARTLAND  PROJECT  UPDATE 


1/21/93 
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US-24     FROM  LOGANSPORT  TO  PERU  .  Road  Construction 
INCLUDES  5  ROAD  SEGMENTS  &  10  BRIDGES 
US       FROM  0.06  MILE  NE  OF  EXISTING  US  24  TO 
24       CASS/MIAMI  COL                       FY  FOR  FUNDING  94    -•-•-KEY  ACTIVITY  SCHEOULE-*-*- 

7302481   ROAO  RELOCATION  NH-144-6(   )  START Jan  76 

Cass  START  PLAN  DEVELOPMENT Apr  89 

-$S-Construction  Funding-SS  RLANS  TO  RIGHT-OF-UAY May  92 

National  Highway      t  S,S40  RIGHT-OF-UAY  CLEAR Jan  94 

.700  MILE(S)    S  H  R  C  I  F  $  1,38S  READY  FOR  LETTING Feb  94 

R/V  CCOE      ;«  PARCELS  LETTING...        May  94 

S  6,92S  PROJECT  COMPLETE Nov  94 

DESIGNER:  Steve  Nezovich  CONSULTANT:  Boyd  E.  Phelps.  Inc. 

INCLUDES  DES  I  8902482  DISTRICT:  Laporte 


US      US  24  OVER  THE  NORFOLK  t  SOUTHERN  RR 

24  FY  FOR  FUNDING  94    -•-•-KEY  ACTIVITY  SCHEDULE-^-*- 

8902482  BRIDGE  REPLACEMENT  NH-144-6(   )         START Jan  76 

Cass  START  PLAN  DEVELOPMENT Apr  89 

-SS-Construction  Ftinding-$$  RLANS  TO  RIGHT-OF-UAY 

National  Highway      $2,022  RIGHT-OF-UAY  CLEAR Jan  94 

0.000  HILE(S)    S  H  R  C  I  F  S   SOS  READY  FOR  LETTING Feb  94 

R/U  CODE      ;#  PARCELS  LETTING...        May  94 

24-09-2636  12,527  PROJECT  COMPLETE Nov  94 

DESIGNER:  Hasaukh  Patel  CONSULTANT:  Boyd  E.  Phelps,  Inc. 

INCLUDED  IN  DES  «  7302481  DISTRICT:  Laporte 


•"TOTAl  FOR  ABOVE  SEGMENT**^ 


S  9,452 


US       FROM  CASS/MIAMI  COL  TO  N  INTERCHANGE 

24      OF  US  24  AND  US  31  FY  FOR  FUNDING  95    -•••-KEY  ACTIVITY  SCHEDULE-^-^- 

7302471  ROAO  RELOCATION  NH-144-6(   )         START Jan  76 

Miaai  START  PLAN  DEVELOPMENT Apr  89 

-U-Construction  Funding-U  RUNS  TO  RIGHT-OF-UAY May  92 

National  Highway      t19,S98  RIGHT-OF-UAY  CLEAR Feb  95 

2.100  MILE(S)    S  H  R  C  I  F  S  4,899  READY  FOR  LETTING Mar  95 

R/U  CODE      ;#  PARCELS  LETTING...       Jun  95 

S24,497  PROJECT  COMPLETE Nov  97 

DESIGNER:  Steve  Nezovich  CONSULTANT:  Boyd  E.  Phelps,  Inc. 

INCLUDES  DES  f  8902474  DISTRICT:  Laporte 


US      US  24  OVER  US  31 

24  FY  FOR  FUNDING  95    -•-•-KEY  ACTIVITY  SCHEDULE-^-*- 

8902474  BRIDGE  CONSTRUCTION  NH-144-6(   )         START Jan  76 

Niaai  START  PLAN  DEVELOPMENT Apr  89 

-»$-Coostruction  Funding-M  RLANS  TO  RIGHT-OF-UAY 

National  Highway      S  1,286  RIGHT-OF-UAY  CLEAR Feb  95 

0.000  MILE(S)    S  H  R  C  I  F  S   321  READY  FOR  LETTING Mar  95 

R/U  CODE      ;«  PARCELS  LETTING...       Jun  95 

24-S2-6597BCJ  S  1,607  PROJECT  COMPLETE Nov  97 

DESIGNER:  Hasaukh  Patel  CONSULTANT:  Boyd  E.  Phelps,  Inc. 

INCLUDED  IN  DES  «  7302471  DISTRICT:  Laporte 
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HOOSIER  HEARTLAND  PROJECT  UPDATE 

1/21/93  P"9e  5 

US-24  FROH  LOCANSPORT  TO  PERU  Road  Construction 

INCLUDES   5   ROAO   SEGMENTS  t    10  BRIDGES 

•"TOTAL   FOR  ABOVE  SEOtEIIT"*  S26,1IK 

TOTAL   FOR  FROM  LOGANSPORT   TO  PEW  *  M.345    ^ 
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US -24      FROH  UABASN  TO  HUNTIMGTON  '  Road  Construction 
INCLUDES  5  ROAD  SEGMENTS  i  6   BRIDGES 
US        FROM  SR  13  TO  LAGRO  RD,  3.5  MILES  E  OF 
24       SR  13  IN  WABASH  CO,  SECTION  I           FY  FOR  FUNDING  95     -*-*-KEY  ACTIVITY  SCHEDULE-*-*- 

7200430  ROAD  RELOCATION                   NH-146-0{   )  START May  88  C 

Wabash  START  PLAN  DEVELOPMENT Nov  89  C 

-$S-Construction  Funding-JJ  RLANS  TO  RIGHT-OF-UAY Apr  91   C 

National  Highway      $8,112  RIGHT-OF-WAY  CLEAR Jan  95 

3. 500  MILE(S>    S  H  R  C  I  F           $  2,028  READY  FOR  LETTING Feb  95 

R/U  COOE  2718;#  PARCELS  030             LETTING...        May  95 

$10,140  PROJECT  COHPLETE. Nov  96 

DESIGNER:  Steve  Nezovich  CONSULTANT:  American  Consulting  Engineers,  Inc. 

INCLUDES  DES  #'S  8900431  AND  8900432  DISTRICT:  Fort  Wayne 

US       BRIDGE  OVER  CONRAIL  RAILROAD,  0.27 

24       MILE  E  OF  SR  13  FY  FOR  FUNDING  95    -*-*-ICEY  ACTIVITY  SCHEDULE-*-*- 

8900431  BRIDGE  CONSTRUCTION               NH-146-0(   )  START May  88  C 

Wabash  START  PLAN  DEVELOPMENT Nov  89  C 

-$$-Construction  Funding-$$  RLANS  TO  RIGHT-OF-WAY 

National  Highway       $   823  RIGHT-OF-WAY  CLEAR Jan  95 

0.000  MILE(S)    S  H  R  C  I  F           $   206  READY  FOR  LETTING Feb  95 

R/W  COOE  2718;#  PARCELS                LETTING...        May  95 

24-85-2632                           $  1,029  PROJECT  COHPLETE Nov  96 

DESIGNER:  Hasnukh  Patet  CONSULTANT:  American  Consulting  Engineers,  Inc. 

INCLUDED  IN  DES  «  7200430  DISTRICT:  Fort  Wayne 

US       BRIDGE  OVER  ENYEART  CREEK,  1.45  MILES 

24       E  OF  SR  13  FY  FOR  FUNDING  95    -*-*-KEY  ACTIVITY  SCHEDULE-*-*- 

8900432  BRIDGE  CONSTRUCTION               NH-146-0(   )  START May  88  C 

Wabash  START  PLAN  DEVELOPMENT Nov  89  C 

-$$-Construction  Funding-$$  RLANS  TO  RIGHT-OF-WAY 

National  Highway      $   642  RIGHT-OF-WAY  CLEAR Jan  95 

0.000  MILE(S)    S  H  R  C  I  F           $   160  READY  FOR  LETTING Feb  95 

R/W  COOE  2718;#  PARCELS                LETTING...        May  95 

24-85-7587                           $   802  PROJECT  COHPLETE Nov  96 

DESIGNER:  Hasmukh  Patel  CONSULTANT:  American  Consulting  Engineers,  Inc. 

INCLUDED  IN  DES  »   7200430  DISTRICT:   Fort  Wayne 


•••TOTAL  FOR  ABOVE  SEGMENT^^^ 


$11,971 


US       FROH  LARGO  RD  3.5  MILES  E  OF  SR  13  TO 

24       CR  600  E  2.0  MILES  W  OF  HUNTINGTON  COL   FY  FOR  FUNDING  95    -*-*-KEY  ACTIVITY  SCHEDULE-*-*- 

8900433  ROAD  RELOCATION  NH-146-0(   )  START May  88 

Wabash  START  PLAN  DEVELOPMENT Nov  89 

-$$-Construction  Funding-$$  RLANS  TO  RIGHT-OF-WAY Dec  90 

National  Highway      $  6,468  RIGHT-OF-WAY  CLEAR Oct  94 

3.100  MILE(S)    S  H  R  C  I  F  $  1,617  READY  FOR  LETTING Nov  94 

R/W  COOE  2719;#  PARCELS  013  LETTING...        Feb  95 

SECTION  II  $  8,085  PROJECT  COHPLETE Nov  95 

DESIGNER:  Steve  Nezovich  CONSULTANT:  Beam  Longest  &  Neff,  Inc. 

INCLUDES  DES  #'S  8900434  AND  8900436  DISTRICT:  Fort  Wayne 
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US-24      FROH  UABASH  TO  HUNTINGTON  Road  Construction 
INCLUDES  S  ROAO  SEGMENTS  t   6  BRIDGES 
US       BRIDGE  OVER  LARGO  CREEK,  APPROX  4.1 

24       MILES  E  OF  SR  13  FY  FOR  FUNDING  95    -*-*-»CEy  ACTIVITY  SCHEOULE-*-*- 

8900434  BRIDGE  CONSTRUCTION  NH-146-0<    )  START May  88 

Wabash  START  PLAN  DEVELOPMENT Nov  89 

-SS-Construction  Finding-SS  RLANS  TO  RIGHT-OF-UAY 

Hstional  Highway      $  1,201  RIGHT-OF-UAY  CLEAR Oct  94 

0.000  HILE(S)    S  H  R  C  I  F  (301  READY  FOR  LETTING Nov  94 

R/U  CODE  2719;*  PARCELS  LETTING...        Feb  95 

24-85-7588  S  1,502  PROJECT  COMPLETE Nov  95 

DESIGNER:  Hasvjlch  Patel  CONSULTANT:  Beam  Longest  t   Neff,  Inc. 

INCLUDED  IN  DES  «  8900433  DISTRICT:  Fort  Uayne 


US       BRIDGE  OVER  RACER  CREEK,  APPROX  2.5 

24       MILES  U  OF  THE  HUNTINGTON  COL  FY  FOR  FUNDING  95    -*-*-ICEY  ACTIVITY  SCHEDULE-*-*- 

8900436  BRIDGE  CONSTRUCTION  NH-146-0(   )  START May  88 

Wabash  START  PLAN  DEVELOPMENT.. .Inov  89 

-$$-Constnjction  Funding-$$  RLANS  TO  RIGHT-OF-UAY 

National  Highway      %       564  RIGHT-OF-UAY  CLEAR Oct  94 

0.000  MILE(S)    S  N  R  C  I  F  S   141  READY  FOR  LETTING Nov  94 

R/W  CODE  2719;#  PARCELS  LETTING...       Feb  95 

24-85-7589  %       705  PROJECT  COMPLETE Nov  95 

DESIGNER:  Steve  Nezovich  CONSULTANT:  Beam  Longest  &  Neff,  Inc. 

IMCLWIED  IN  DES  •  8900433  DISTRICT:  Fort  Uayne 


**nOTAL  FOB  ABOVE  SECHENT*** 


$10,292 


US       CR  600  E  IN  UABASH  CO  2.0  MILES  U  OF 

24       COL  TO  HUNTINGTON  COL,  SECTION  III      FY  FOR  FUNDING  95    -*-*-ICEY  ACTIVITY  SCHEDULE-*-*- 

8900437  ROAD  RELOCATION  NH-146-0<   )  START May  88  C 

Uabash  START  PLAN  DEVELOPMENT Nov  89  C 

-t$-Construction  Fund!ng-SS  RLANS  TO  RIGHT-OF-UAY Dec  90  C 

National  Highway      S  5,572  RIGHT-OF-UAY  CLEAR Oct  94 

2.050  MILE<S)    SHRCIF  $1,393  READY  FOR  LETTING Nov  94 

R/U  CODE  2720;«  PARCELS  013  LETTING...       Feb  95 

$  6,965  PROJECT  COMPLETE Nov  96 

DESIGNER:  Steve  Nezovich  CONSULTANT:  Bernadin,  Lochraueller  &  Assoc,  Inc. 

DISTRICT:  Fort  Uayne 


"•TOTAL  FOR  ABOVE  SEGMENT"* 


$  6,965 
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US-24      FROM  WABASH  TO  HUNTINGTON  Road  Construction 
INCLUDES  5  ROAD  SEGMENTS  &  6  BRIDGES 
US       FROM  UABASH  COL  TO  SR  lOS  E  JCT  IN 
24       HUNTINGTON  CO,  SECTION  IV              FY  FOR  FUNDING  95    -*-*-ICEY  ACTIVITY  SCHEDULE-*-*- 

8900438  ROAD  RELOCATION  NH-U6-0(   )  START May  88 

Huntington  START  PLAN  DEVELOPMENT Nov  89 

-SJ-Construction  Funding-**  RLANS  TO  RIGHT-OF-WAY Jan  91 

National  Highway       $  9,181  RIGHT-OF-WAY  CLEAR Jan  95 

2.520  MILE(S)    S  H  R  C  I  F  S  2,295  READY  FOR  LETTING Feb  95 

R/W  CODE  2721, •«  PARCELS  028  LETTING...        May  95 

$11,476  PROJECT  COMPLETE Nov  96 

DESIGNER:  Steve  Hezovich  CONSULTANT:  Lauson-Fisher  Associates,  Inc. 

DISTRICT:  Fort  Wayne 


•••TOTAL  FOR  ABOVE  SEGMENT^^^ 


$11,476 


US       FROM  SR  105  E  JCT  TO  SR  9/SR  37 

24       SECTION  V  FY  FOR  FUNDING  95     -*-*-KEY  ACTIVITY  SCHEDULE-*-*- 

8900439  ROAD  RELOCATION  NH-146-0(   )  START May  88 

Huntington  START  PLAN  DEVELOPMENT Nov  89 

-W-Construction  Funding-$$  RLANS  TO  RIGHT-OF-WAY Sep  91 

National  Highway      $  8,762  RIGHT-OF-WAY  CLEAR Dec  94 

4.020  MILE(S)    S  H  R  C  I  F  $  2,190  READY  FOR  LETTING Jan  95 

•   R/W  COO E  2722;#  PARCELS  029  LETTING...        Apr  95 

$10,952  PROJECT  COMPLETE Nov  96 

DESIGNER:  Steve  Nezovich  CONSULTANT:  Butler,  Fairtnan  &  Seufert,  Inc. 

INCLUDES  OES  «'S  8900441  AND  8900442  DISTRICT:   Fort  Wayne 


US       BRIDGE  OVER  CLEAR  CREEK 

24  FY  FOR  FUNDING  95    -•-•-KEY  ACTIVITY  SCHEDULE-*-^- 

8900441   BRIDGE  CONSTRUCTION  NH-146-0(   )  START May  88 

Huntington  START  PLAN  DEVELOPMENT Nov  89 

-$$-Construction  Funding-$$  RLANS  TO  RIGHT-OF-WAY 

National  Highway      $   424  RIGHT-OF-WAY  CLEAR Dec  94 

0.000  MILE(S)    SHRCIF  $   106  READY  FOR  LETTING Jan  95 

R/W  CODE  2722;ll(  PARCELS  LETTING...        Apr  95 

24-35-7590  $   530  PROJECT  COMPLETE Nov  95 

DESIGNER:  Hasmukh  Patel  CONSULTANT:  Butler,  Fairman  i   Seufert,  Inc. 

INCLUDED  IN  OES  «  8900439  DISTRICT:   Fort  Wayne 


US       BRIDGE  OVER  SILVER  CREEK 

24  FY  FOR  FUNDING  95    -•-•-KEY  ACTIVITY  SCHEDULE-*-*- 

8900442  BRIDGE  CONSTRUCTION  NH-146-0{   )  START May  88  C 

Huntington  START  PLAN  DEVELOPMENT Nov  89  C 

-$$-Construction  Funding-$$  RLANS  TO  RIGHT-OF-WAY 

National  Highway      $   600  RIGHT-OF-WAY  CLEAR Dee  94 

0.000  MILE(S)    SHRCIF  $   150  READY  FOR  LETTING Jan  95 

R/W  CODE  2722;#  PARCELS  LETTING...        Apr  95 

24-35-7591  $   750  PROJECT  COMPLETE Nov  95 

DESIGNER:  Hasmukh  Patel  CONSULTANT:  Butler,  Fairman  &  Seufert,  Inc. 

INCLUDED  IN  PES  #  8900439  DISTRICT:  Fort  Wayne 
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US-24      fROH  UABASH  TO  NUNTINGTON  '  Road  Construction 

INCLUDES  S  ROAD  SEGMENTS  t  6   BRIDGES 

•••TOTAL  FOR  ABOVE  SEGMENT***       S12,232 
TOTAL  FOR  FROM  UABASH  TO  HIMTIMCTOM  t  52,936 
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INDIANA  DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 

DEMONSTRATION  PROJECTS 

FUNDING  BREAKOOUN 


PROJECT:  HOOSIER  HEARTLAND  CORRIDOR  -  US  24  LAFAYETTE  TO  FT.  WAYNE 


APPROPRIATION  CODE:  503 
INDUSTRIAL  CORRIDOR 


CURRENT  AUTHORIZATIONS 


FISCAL 

FUNDING 

AVAILABLE 

AMOUNT 

BALANCE 

LEGISLATION 

YEAR 

SOURCE 

AMOUNT 

(2) 

SPENT 

AVAILABLE 

1988  APPROPRIATION 

1989 

GENERAL  FUND 

$1,000,000 

$1,000,000 

$0 

1989  APPROPRIATION 

1990 

GENERAL  FUND 

2,378,000 

(2) 

722,836 

1,655,164 

1990  APPROPRIATION 

1991 

GENERAL  FUND 

2,550,000 

(3) 

1,237,525 

1,312,475 

1991  ISTEA  (1) 

1992 

TRUST  FUND 

760,000 

0 

$760,000 

1991  APPROPRIATION 

1992 

GENERAL  FUND 

3,600,000 

(3) 

C 

3,600,000 

1993 

TRUST  FUND 

1,748,000 

- 

0 

1,748,000 

TOTAL 

$12,036,000 

$2,960,361 

$9,075,639 

S==S=======BS 

s 

:::=:===::== 

(1)  TOTAL  6  YEAR  AUTHORIZATION  IS  $9,500,000.  8X  AVAILABLE  FIRST  YEAR,  18.4X  EACH  YEAR  THEREAFTER. 

(2)  WABASH  TO  HUNTINGTON  SEGMENT  ONLY. 

(3)  LOGANSPORT  TO  PERU  SEGMENT  ONLY. 


FUTURE  AUTHORIZATIONS 


FISCAL 

FUNDING 

AVAILABLE 

LEGISLATION 

YEAR 

SOURCE 

AMOUNT 

1991  ISTEA 

1994 

TRUST  FUND 

$1,748,000 

1991  ISTEA 

1995 

TRUST  FUND 

1,748,000 

1991  ISTEA 

1996 

TRUST  FUND 

1,748,000 

1991  ISTEA 

1997 

TRUST  FUND 

1,748,000 

TOTAL 

$6,992,000 

=S=SS5= ====== 

TOTAL  CURRENT  PLUS  FUTURE  AUTHORIZATIONS 


$16,067,639 


IMOOT  POLCIY  t  BUDGET  21-Jan-93 


DEH06 
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HOOSIBR  iTga,pTTf^)^  INDUSTRIAL  CORRIDOR 
Segment-by-Segment  Letting  Readiness  and  Federal  Match* 


Logansport  to  Peru 

FY  1993 
Segpnent  I 
Segment  II 
Segment  III 
Segment  IV 
Segment  V 


3/93  (2.24) 


FY  1994 


5/94  (10.32) 
2/94  (7.562) 


FY  1995 
3/95  (7.795**) 
3/95  (18.521) 


3/95  (20.884) 


Subtotal 


2.24 


17.882 


47,200 


Wabash  to  Hiintlngton 

Segment  I 

Segment  II 

Segment  III 

Segment  rv 

Segment  V 


2/95  (9.577) 
11/94  (8.233) 
11/94  (5.572) 
2/95  (9.181) 
1/95 0.796) 


Subtotal 


17.882 


42.349 


TOTAL 


2.24 


17.882 


89.549 


*  source:   Indiana  Department  of  Transportation 
**  Federal  match  in  millions 
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Wednesday,  March  24,  1993. 

EMBRY-RIDDLE  AERONAUTICAL  UNIVERSITY 

WITNESSES 

HON.  JOHN  L.  MICA,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE 
OF  FLORIDA 

STEVEN  M.  SLIWA,  PRESIDENT,  EMBRY-RIDDLE  AERONAUTICAL  UNIVER- 
SITY, DAYTONA  BEACH,  FL 

Mr.  FoGLiETTA.  I  would  like  to  recognize  Congressman  John  Mica 
of  Florida  who  will  introduce  Mr.  Steven  Sliwa. 

Congressman. 

Mr.  Mica.  Thank  you  so  much,  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of 
the  subcommittee.  My  staff  has  worked  on  this  formal  introduction 
and  I  would  request  that  we  make  this  a  part  of  the  official  record. 

Mr.  FoGLiETTA.  Without  objection,  your  prepared  statement  will 
appear  in  the  record. 

Mr.  Mica.  I  would  just  like  to  make  a  few  introductory  semifor- 
mal  comments. 

Again,  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  subcommittee,  my 
task  is  to  introduce  Dr.  Steven  Shwa,  president  of  Embry-Riddle 
University. 

I  might  say  that  prior  to  coming  to  the  Congress  I  spent  a 
number  of  years  in  the  private  sector  and  was  involved  in  interna- 
tional business  and  trade.  Since  coming  to  the  Congress — I  am  a 
member  of  the  Public  Works  and  Transportation  Committee  and 
the  Aviation  Subcommittee.  In  that  capacity,  I  think  you  all  know 
the  dire  straights  that  the  aviation  industry  is  in  today.  I  think 
that  you  have  before  you  today  probably  one  of  the  brightest  minds 
in  the  aviation  education  field,  not  only  in  the  United  States  but  in 
the  world. 

I  think  it  is  very  important,  if  we  are  to  keep  our  competitive 
edge  in  aviation,  education,  and  competitiveness,  these  are  the 
folks  we  need  to  listen  to,  people  like  Dr.  Sliwa  who  will  help  us . 
maintain  a  cutting  edge  as  far  as  aviation  and  aeronautical  educa- 
tion. I  think  the  key  to  our  success  in  the  future  is  a  combination 
of  efforts  between  business.  Government,  and  education. 

That  is  why  I  am  particularly  pleased  to  present  him  to  you 
today,  not  to  ask — ^you  will  hear  all  these  requests  for  projects  of 
bricks  and  mortar — this  is  a  project  of  the  mind  and  the  intellect. 
So  it  is  again  with  a  great  deal  of  pleasure  that  I  introduce  to  the 
subcommittee  one  of  the  stars  in  aviation  education,  the  president 
of  Embry-Riddle  Aeronautical  University,  Dr.  Steven  Sliwa. 

Mr.  Sliwa.  Thank  you,  Congressman  Mica.  It  is  a  pleasure  to  be 
here. 

I  did  prepare  fairly  extensive  comments  in  terms  of  written  testi- 
mony. I  would  like  to  have  that  entered  directly  into  the  record 
and  to  keep  us  on  time  I  would  be  glad  to  summarize  them  for  you. 

Mr.  FoGLiETTA.  Without  objection,  your  prepared  statement  will 
appear  in  the  record. 

Mr.  Sliwa.  First,  I  would  like  to  report  to  the  committee  on  the 
project  that  we  have  been  working  with  this  committee  on  previ- 
ously. I  would  like  to  let  you  know  the  success  we  have  had. 
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We  had  worked  on  a  project  which  prepared  an  engineering  and 
technology  center  that  linked  our  Arizona  and  Florida  campuses 
and  would  ultimately  be  linked  into  our  off-campus  network,  indus- 
try, and  the  FAA. 

This  committee  had  put  a  requirement  of  a  35  percent  match.  I 
would  like  to  report  that  we  have  already  deposited  in  the  bank,  if 
you  will,  over  45  percent.  We  expect  that  by  project  completion 
time  we  will  reach  between  50  percent  and  55  percent.  So  again,  we 
will  be  able  to  overmatch  and  this  is  because  of  the  enthusisistic 
response  we  received  from  industries  and  other  donors  toward  this 
project. 

We  have  been  having  meetings  with  the  FAA  and  industry  and 
have  widespread  support.  In  fact,  with  the  FAA  technical  center, 
we  will  be  conducting  an  experiment  in  the  next  few  months  to 
look  at  direct  linkages  between  the  Embry-Riddle  Aeronautical 
University  campus  and  the  FAA  technical  center  as  part  of  our 
planning  for  this  overall  project. 

Thus  far,  it  has  been  a  model  of  cooperation.  I  would  like  to 
thank  the  committee  for  its  support  in  the  past. 

The  particular  program  I  would  like  to  discuss  today  is  part  of 
the  airway  science  program.  This  program  was  authorized  by  the 
Public  Works  Committee  and  has  had  frequent  appropriations  by 
this  committee  in  the  past.  Principally,  this  is  a  way  to  provide  the 
aviation  human  infrastructure  requirements  in  order  for  our  trans- 
portation and  aviation  capabilities  to  be  met  or  exceeded  in  a  com- 
petitive way,  both  from  the  educational  and  research  program 
standpoint. 

One  of  the  goals  of  this  program  was  to  provide  qualified  employ- 
ees for  the  FAA.  I  want  to  report  to  you  that  as  of  last  count, 
Embry-Riddle  has  over  500  graduates  working  for  the  FAA.  I  was 
talking  to  the  executive  director  of  the  University  Aviation  Asso- 
ciation yesterday,  and  he  tells  me  that  over  1,000  people  have  been 
recently  hired  by  the  FAA  since  the  airway  science  program  start- 
ed from  airway  science  affiliated  schools. 

In  addition,  these  programs  not  only  help  the  FAA  but  they  help 
industry  in  general.  For  example,  Embry-Riddle  has  over  25,000 
alumni  involved  in  the  aviation  infrastructure  either  flying,  main- 
taining, insuring,  marketing,  regulating,  inspecting,  designing, 
writing  the  software,  writing  the  user's  manuals — all  aspects  of  it. 
Those  are  the  kinds  of  things  that  are  supported  when  you  support 
programs  of  the  mind. 

The  two  specific  programs  that  I  mentioned  in  my  written  testi- 
mony are  an  aviation  doctorate.  It  turns  out  that  there  is  no  avia- 
tion doctorate  in  the  United  States  right  now.  Even  though  there 
are  300  universities  and  colleges  offering  aviation  programs,  none 
of  them  are  being  taught  by  faculty  members  that  have  a  doctorate 
in  the  field  or  a  doctorate  at  all. 

If  you  are  familiar  with  the  university  environment,  you  realize 
that  if  you  have  a  degree  program  that  is  based  on  a  program  that 
does  not  have  doctorates  on  its  staff,  those  programs  tend  to  be  rel- 
egated a  lesser  role  in  university  planning.  That  is  one  of  the  key 
reasons  why  a  doctorate  is  required. 

When  we  have  worked  together  with  our  industry  advisory  coun- 
cils— and  we  had  a  meeting  last  week  which  included  members  of 
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the  FAA,  Mitre,  Martin-Marietta,  IBM,  Harris,  the  Navy,  NASA, 
Coast  Guard,  and  many  others — they  requested  that  we  pursue  this 
aggressively.  They  see  this  as  very  important.  They  see  it  as  a  prac- 
titioner degree  rather  than  a  theoretical  one.  They  see  it  as  one 
that  can  have  a  major  impact  on  industry  as  well  as  the  aviation 
education  infrastructure.  They  have  encouraged  us  to  pursue  doc- 
toral programs  in  aeronautical  technology,  simulation  technology, 
education,  and  management. 

The  program  that  we  are  planning  to  offer  includes  a  residence 
program  where  students  will  actually  come  to  the  campus,  but  we 
also  intend  to  exploit  our  over  100  off-site  locations,  which  include 
the  FAA  technical  center  where  we  offer  degree  programs  there. 
The  senior  management  at  the  FAA  technical  center  has  again  en- 
couraged us  to  try  to  come  up  with  a  doctorate  that  is  responsive  to 
the  aviation  infrastructure.  There  would  be  many  FAA  employees 
and  contractors  that  they  think  would  participate  in  this  program. 

We  also  intend  to  make  this  program  available  on  independent 
studies,  which  means  that  people  can  study  at  home  and  use  voice 
mail  and  El-mail  and  summer  sessions  to  be  able  to  make  progress 
toward  their  doctorate  in  aviation.  Fourth,  we  intend  to  publish  the 
curriculum  once  it  has  been  approved  by  the  accreditation  bodies 
so  that  any  university  or  college  could  adopt  this  program  and 
insert  it  into  their  curriculum  if  they  would  care  to  do  so. 

As  I  will  mention  toward  the  end  of  my  testimony,  this  project, 
in  combination  with  the  other  project,  is  exjjected  to  breaJc  even 
within  4  years.  We  are  asking  for  some  seed  funding,  with  which 
we  will  match  funds,  and  then  the  program  we  thmk  will  have 
such  a  strong  response  from  industry  and  academia  that  it  will  be 
self-sufficient  in  the  near  future. 

The  second  part  of  the  project,  which  is  related  to  the  first  one,  is 
an  on-line  aviation  electronic  library.  It  turns  out  that  we  were 
originally  motivated  in  looking  into  this  program  because  of  our  ge- 
ographic diversity  and  also  because  of  the  aviation  doctorate  pro- 
gram. But  as  we  started  talking  to  industry  and  talking  to  Govern- 
ment, we  found  out  that  there  is  no  clearinghouse  of  ready  avail- 
able information  that  can  be  easily  accessed  in  all  aspects  of  avia- 
tion. 

Our  goal  is  to  take  all  the  written  aviation  knowledge  that  exists 
and  will  exist  and  digitize  it  and  make  it  available  for  dissemina- 
tion and  ready  access  using  a  computer  terminal  anywhere  in  the 
country. 

There  are  many  examples  of  where  this  information  would  be 
helpful.  In  my  testimony,  I  mention  a  case  where  there  was  an  ac- 
cident at  LaGuardia  recently  and  it  turns  out  that  similar  condi- 
tions that  were  involved  in  that  accident  were  published  previously 
with  an  accident  in  another  country.  But  because  that  information 
wasn't  readily  available,  it  was  3  years  until  after  both  accidents 
that  we  were  able  to  discover  the  similarity  and  be  able  to  work 
together  on  that. 

Currently,  NASA  has  an  industry  research  advisory  council  that 
is  looking  at  tr5dng  to  steer  more  funds  in  technology  in  general 
aviation.  One  of  the  key  themes  they  came  out  with  was  that  if  we 
really  wanted  to  help  general  aviation  take  off  in  this  country,  we 
needed  to  have  a  clearinghouse  of  information  in  terms  of  the 
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latest  technology  that  will  be  available  as  people  try  to  find  ways 
to  kick-start  and  restart  the  GA  industry. 

Airlines  need  ready  information  in  terms  of  demographics — eco- 
nomic data  as  well  as  technical  data — to  make  their  decisionmak- 
ing as  efficient  as  possible.  And  of  course,  our  original  implication 
was  that  we  wanted  to  have  this  resource  available  to  train  the 
minds  of  our  people  for  the  future,  both  undergraduate  and  gradu- 
ate students. 

I  would  like  to  remind  the  committee  that  there  are  many  people 
who  believe  as  I  do,  that  information  can  be  a  significant  competi- 
tive advantage  in  a  particular  industry  area.  We  are  trying  to 
make  the  aviation  industry  take  off  again.  I  think  this  can  really 
help. 

There  have  been  many  libraries  under  development  with  Federal 
support  in  other  disciplines,  for  example,  medicine,  law,  and  nutri- 
tion. We  are  suggesting  that  we  take  advantage  of  the  technology 
developments  in  those  areas  and  apply  that  directly  to  the  aviation 
field.  We  do  not  see  this  as  a  new  technology  development,  but 
rather  a  new  discipline  area  that  would  be  addressed. 

There  are  a  number  of  copyright  issues  that  have  to  be  addressed 
when  you  digitize  the  data.  But  as  a  result  of  the  progress  made  in 
the  medicine,  law,  and  nutrition  examples,  there  are  special  copy- 
right managers  which  help  protect  the  copyright  material  and  will 
provide  a  billing  path  for  those  people  who  need  to  make  copies 
and  the  cop)n-ight  clearance  center  can  be  reimbursed  at  that  time. 

Our  request  for  this  project,  which  has  received  wide  support 
from  our  peer  reviews  both  in  academics,  industry,  and  Govern- 
ment, is  for  $3  million  in  the  first  year,  $2  million  in  the  second 
year,  $2  million  in  the  third  year,  $1  million  in  the  fourth  year, 
and  after  that  time  the  project  will  be  totally  self-sufficient  and 
running  on  its  own. 

With  that,  I  will  be  glad  to  take  any  questions. 

[The  prepared  statements  of  the  Hon.  Mica  and  Dr.  Sliwa  follow:] 
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REMARKS  OF  THE  HONORABLE  JOHN  L.  MICA 
INTRODUCTION  OF  DR.  STEVEN  M.  SLIWA 


Mr.  Chairman,  Members  of  this 
distinguished  Subcommittee,  it  is  my 
pleasure  to  appear  before  this 
subcommittee  today  to  introduce  and 
lend  my  support  to  Dr.  Steven  M. 
Sliwa,    President  of  Embry-Riddle 
Aeronautical  University. 

Dr.  Sliwa  is  one  of  the  brightest 
stars  in  aviation  academia  in  the 
world.    Since  taking  the  helm  of 
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Embry-Riddle  University  he  has  worked 
non-stop  to  develop  it  into  the  world's 
largest  independent  aerospace 
education  and  research  institution. 
This  university  is  the  only  educational 
institution  in  the  United  States  with  a 
comprehensive  program  dedicated  to 
Aviation  and  Aerospace  disciplines. 

As  a  member  of  the  Aviation 
subcommittee  of  the  Public  Works  and 
Transportation  committee,  I  know  that 
the  programs  Dr.  Sliwa  will  discuss 
with  you  today  are  the  kinds  of 
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programs  our  country  needs  to  ensure 
that  we  can  compete  in  the  global 
aviation  market. 

I  strongly  support  Dr.  Sliwa's 
request  for  funding  assistance  to 
establish  the  first  ever  Doctorate  of 
Aviation  program  and  on-line 
aviation/aerospace  library.    These  are 
the  programs  of  the  future.    The 
success  of  this  effort  to  coordinate 
the  intellectual  and  information 
resources  is  critical.    If  we  are  to 
maintain  our  competitive  and 
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technological  edge  we  must  act  now. 
I  urge  you  to  listen  carefully  as  Dr. 
Sliwa  describes  these  programs  and 
explains  the  role  they  will  play  in 
keeping  the  United  States  preeminent 
and  in  a  leadership  role  in  the  world 
aviation  industry. 
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Statement  Of 

Steven  M.  Sliwa,  President 
Embry-Riddle  Aeronautical  University 

To 

Subcommittee  on  Transportation 
Committee  on  Appropriations 
U.S.  House  of  Representatives 

Washington,  D.C.  •  March  24.  1993 
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Executive  Summary 


The  aviation  and  aerospace  industry  in  the  U.S.  is  at  a  critical  juncture.  Bold  new 
initiatives  are  needed  to  regain  and  retain  U.S.  leadership  in  the  global  market  place.  New 
paradigms  in  education  offer  a  "competitively"  neutral  method  to  promote  free  flow  of 
information  and  build  national  capabilities  in  this  critical  high-technology  arena. 

Embry-Riddle  Aeronautical  University  is  a  fully  accredited  University  with  special 
emphasis  on  academic  disciplines  related  to  the  aviation/aerospace  industry.  The  University 
is  asking  for  funding  assistance  to  establish  the  first  ever  aviation  doctoral  program  and  on- 
line aviation/aerospace  library.  The  program  will  emphasize  applied  problem  solving  and 
critical  thinking  in  a  cooperative  venture  between  academia,  government  and  industry. 
Delivery  will  make  unique  use  of  state-of-the-art  communication  and  computer  resources  for 
'on-site"  education  and  information  retrieval.  Innovations,  entrepreneurial  excellence, 
managerial  efficiency  and  increased  productivity  will  be  the  long  term  results  of  successful 
collaboration  in  this  new  paradigm. 
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Comments  of 

Steven  M.  Sliwa,  President 
Embry-Riddle  Aeronautical  University 
Daytona  Beach.  FL  and  Prescott,  AZ 

Embry-Riddle  Aeronautical  University  appreciates  this  opportunity  to  participate  in  this 
important  forum.  Challenges  facing  the  aviation  community  are  formidable;  solutions  will 
require  vision  and  unprecedented  government-industry-academic  teamwork.  Under  your 
Congressional  leadership,  cooperative  teamwork  can  meet  these  challenges  with  Embry-Riddle 
as  a  contributing  partner. 

First,  for  the  record,  let  me  briefly  introduce  Embry-Riddle  Aeronautical  University.  We 
are  an  independent,  not-for-profit,  fully  accredited  University  offering  aviation/aerospace 
related  degrees  through  the  master's  level.  We  serve  some  1 8,000  students  from  all  50 
states  and  over  80  foreign  countries,  pursuing  aviation  careers  at  two  residential  campuses, 
one  in  Daytona  Beach,  Florida,  and  one  in  Prescott,  Arizona,  and  at  over  100  Resident  Centers 
located  throughout  the  United  States  and  Europe.  Our  mission  is  to  provide  a  comprehensive 
education  of  such  excellence  that  graduates  will  be  responsible  citizens  and  well  prepared  for 
productive  careers  in  aviation  and  aerospace.  We  have  an  estimated  250  million  dollar  tuition- 
generated  economic  impact  in  our  operating  communities. 

We  are  currently  involved  in  a  35  million  dollar  program  to  upgrade  our  Engineering  and 
Technology  Laboratories,  to  network  our  campuses  and  resident  centers  and  to  exploit  the 
potential  of  high  technology,  distance  learning  strategies.  We  appreciate  the  Committee's 
support  of  this  initiative  in  the  form  of  11 .5  million  dollars  in  FY  1 993  appropriation  and  wish 
to  assure  you  that  the  investment  you  made  will  be  used  wisely  in  support  of  the  future  of 
aviation  aerospace  in  the  United  States. 
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Embrv-Riddle's  Proposal 
The  U.S.  aviation  and  aerospace  industry  is  at  a  critical  juncture  in  its  development. 
There  is  a  need  to  develop  a  consolidated  intellectual  and  Informational  resource  infrastructure 
to  continue  the  technological  gains  made  in  this  vital  sector  of  the  economy.  Our  proposal 
addresses  both  of  these  issues.  In  the  intellectual  area,  we  are  proposing  a  uniquely 
structured  and  delivered  doctoral  level  degree  program  to  develop  and  systemize  the 
interdisciplinary  body  of  knowledge  associated  with  aerospace/aviation  technology.  We  intend 
to  focus  on  developing  critical  thinking  and  leadership  within  the  university  -  an  approach 
strongly  supported  by  Robert  Reich,  Secretary  of  Labor  and  Lester  Thurow,  Dean  of  the  Sloan 
School  of  Management  at  MIT,  and  others.  In  the  infrastructure  area,  we  are  proposing  the 
development  of  an  on-line  information  system  providing  user  friendly  instant  access  to  the 
entire  spectrum  of  aerospace  aviation  information.  We  see  these  proposals  as  synergistic 
pieces  of  an  overall  approach  that  will  provide  a  "paradigm  shift"  at  the  highest  level  of 
intellectual  achievement.  We  are  suggesting  an  academic,  industrial  and  government  "partner- 
ship" to  tackle  an  immediate  and  pressing  problem.  Our  research  advisory  board,  comprised 
of  senior  industry  and  government  officials,  has  enthusiastically  endorsed  the  initiatives  that 
I  bring  before  you  today. 

Background  to  the  Problem 

By  way  of  background,  I  would  like  to  quote  some  recent  studies  on  the  extent  of  the 

problem.  The  FAA  R&D  Review  Panel,  under  the  Chairmanship  of  Norm  Augustine,  provided 

a  perspective  on  this  problem  in  their  1993  update  on  U.S.  leadership  in  Air  Traffic  Services. 

Their  report  said, 

1.  "In  1991,  the  U.S.  aviation  industry  experienced  a  favorable 
balance  of  trade  of  $29  billion  that,  together  with  other  aero- 
space activities,  comprised  the  single  largest  positive  contribu- 


421 


tion  to  the  trade  balance. 


2.  "In  spite  of  the  past  accomplishments  of  U.S.  aviation,  this,  the 
final  decade  of  aviation's  first  century,  finds  most  U.S.  airlines 
in  dire  financial  circumstances;  segments  of  general  aviation 
manufacturing  generally  driven  abroad,  commercial  aircraft 
manufacturers  hard  pressed  by  foreign  government-supported 
producers;..." 

3.  "The  United  States  today  stands  in  serious  risk  of  losing  world 
leadership  in  aviation  and  suffering  the  loss  in  competitiveness, 
jobs  and  convenience  that  that  portends." 

Estimates  vary  as  to  the  extent  of  the  problem  ranging  anyvt^here  from  6  to  1 0  billion 
dollars  in  financial  losses,  and  up  to  340  thousand  lost  jobs  -  but  there  is  no  doubt  that  there 
is  a  problem  and  that  it  is  serious.  International  competition  and  the  decline  in  defense 
spending  have  cut  heavily  into  this  once  flagship  American  industry.  It  is  also  no  secret  that 
much  of  the  foreign  competition  has  been  heavily  subsidized  by  foreign  governments  —  some 
estimates  put  the  figure  as  high  as  26  billion  dollars. 

The  future  will  bring  more  problems.  New  technology  must  conform  to  environmental 
and  other  regulatory  restrictions  that  were  not  present  in  the  past  -  this  new  climate  will 
make  cooperation  and  information  sharing  a  necessity  for  successful  product  development. 
The  country  that  develops  the  most  flexible  institutional  arrangements  will  be  the  leader  in  this 
area. 

Although  there  are  existing  and  new  problems,  the  long  term  outlook  for  aviation  and 
aerospace  is  spectacularly  bright.  No  other  industry  has  the  potential  for  technological 
breakthroughs  and  product  improvement  that  aviation  and  aerospace  have  shown.  The  post 
cold  war  global  economy  will  only  grow  more  interdependent,  and  aviation  is  the  only  feasible 
mode  of  transportation  in  our  time  critical  world.  Beyond  this  space  travel  and  space 
technology  will  be  the  new  frontiers.  We  cannot  afford  to  lose  our  competitive  leadership  in 
this  critical  international  growth  area. 
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The  question  is  whether  we  as  a  nation  are  capable  of  leading  the  way  with  the 
integration  that  is  warranted.  Our  intellectual  capital  for  the  job  comes  from  many  different 
areas:  engineering,  computer  science,  marketing,  logistics,  and  so  on.  But  not  one  of  them 
comes  from  aviation.  No  one  has  the  integrated  preparation  to  wrestle  with  the  issues, 
possibilities,  and  challenges  inherent  in  the  development  of  new  technologies  for  aviation.  If 
new  developments  are  approached  from  one  side  of  the  problem  without  an  understanding 
of  the  effects  on  other  parts,  we  stand  to  lose  rather  than  make  gains  in  the  global  market. 

Our  Suggested  Approach 

We  must  be  careful  in  the  way  we  approach  this  problem,  and  we  should  put  our 
emphasis  in  the  areas  that  will  give  the  greatest  return.  Foreign  governments  have  opted  to 
support  specific  product  development  at  a  cost  of  billions  of  dollars.  We  may  choose  to  do 
something  similar,  but  we  also  should  investigate  less  costly  more  long  term  solutions  to 
regaining  and  retaining  our  preeminence  in  the  aviation/aerospace  area.  One  approach  that 
has  proved  cost  effective  and  politically  feasible  is  investment  in  education.  Developing  our 
human  capital  is  a  strategy  that  does  not  subsidize  individual  competitors,  but  does  build  our 
national  capabilities  in  this  critical  arena. 

Aviation/aerospace  education  now  needs  direction,  recognition  and  support!  As  a 
relatively  new  discipline,  it  has  borrowed  from  more  established  disciplines  such  as 
aeronautical,  electrical,  and  mechanical  engineering,  computer  science,  and  other  technical 
and  managerial  disciplines.  The  time  has  come  to  establish  aviation  technology  as  separate, 
pioneering  high-technology  field;  this  field  needs  direct  high  visibility  government  support  like 
that  provided  to  engineering  in  the  post  Sputnik  era.  Much  of  this  support  can  be  provided 
in  a  relatively  low  cost  loan  environment  --  the  payback  over  the  productive  lifetime  of 
students  will  be  substantial!    At  present,  although  there  are  over  300  undergraduate  and 
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graduate  programs  in  aviation,  there  is  no  doctoral  level  degree  offered  in  the  field.  This 
critical  omission  can  be  traced  to  the  newness  of  the  discipline,  the  reluctance  of  academic 
institutions  to  sponsor  new  (competing)  departments,  the  multi-disciplinary  nature  of  the 
subject,  and  the  cost  of  inaugurating  new  programs.  There  is  also  no  effort  to  bring  together, 
in  a  systemic  way,  the  enormous  information  resources  available  for  this  industry. 

The  U.S.  aviation  system  has  been  band-aided  beyond  recognition  and  repair  -  the 
environment  for  which  legislation/regulation  was  developed  was  to  address  an  anti-monopoly 
national  intra-system.  We  now  face  an  international  system  of  competition.  We  no  longer 
live  in  a  world  where  U.S.  Technology,  economic  productivity  and  capital  investment  can  set 
the  rules  for  international  economic  development. 

There  is  no  single,  quick-fix,  single  solution;  however,  a  work  force  educated  to  critical 
thinking  with  leaders  who  understand  aviation,  aviation  technology  and  the  economic, 
political,  environmental  and  sociological  world  in  which  it  operates  -  is  an  essential  element. 

Educational  Program  Concept 

We  envision  a  unioue  educational  endeavor  that  is  solution  oriented,  application 
focused,  and  dedicated  to  cooperation  between  academia,  industry  and  government.  The 
degree  we  are  proposing  will  not  emphasize  pure  research.  Rather,  we  would  require  an 
internship  with  industry.  Thesis  requirements  would  be  of  a  practical  problem  solving  nature. 
Emphasis  would  be  placed  on  integrated  solutions  to  project  management.  Relationships  and 
cooperative  approaches  to  problem  solving  would  be  goals  of  such  a  program.  Our  approach 
will  supplement  entrepreneurial  and  creative  activity  in  the  work  place  itself. 

Embry-Riddle  has  given  much  attention  to  developing  the  philosophy,  goals,  curriculum, 
and  approach.  Input  has  been  provided  by  government,  industry,  and  academic  institutions. 
The  curriculum  is  designed  to  integrate  practice  and  critical  thinking.    The  curriculum  and 
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methodological  approach  are  contained  in  internal  working  documents  that  are  available  on 
request. 

There  is  already  a  model  for  this  type  of  degree  in  Academia  ~  and  it  is  the  practitioner 
type  of  degree  in  medicine  and  law.  We  want  to  extend  this  concept  into  the  high  technology 
industrial  work  place  and  reap  the  benefit  of  cooperation  with  a  somewhat  different  approach 
-  or>e  that  emphasizes  bridge  building  and  a  flow  of  information  which  is  more  "real  time,' 
and  more  available  for  shorter  term  solutions.  The  participants  in  this  system  will  be 
networked  in  their  educational  and  their  professional  activities.  Academia  can  take  a  leading 
role  in  developing  and  implementing  new  concepts  and  ideas.  Computer  Science  and 
Management  Information  System  are  excellent  samples  of  the  synergistic  effects  of  academia, 
industry  and  government.  These  disciplines  were  almost  unknown  twenty  years  ago,  and 
now  they  have  grown  into  the  leading  technological  innovators  worldwide.  The  principle  is 
the  same  in  aviation  -  offering  unique  education  programs  and  state-of-the-art  technological 
access  to  information  as  a  direct  low  cost  approach  to  significant  productivity  gains. 

An  innovative  delivery  approach  is  essential  to  make  sure  the  program  reaches  the 
widest  possible  audience  with  the  least  disruption  of  work  schedules.  The  technology  exists; 
it  remains  to  exploit  its  full  potential,  and  this  could  be  the  prototype  program.  Advanced 
technology  lowers  per  student  cost,  improves  accessibility,  and  encourages  a  paradigm  shift 
in  our  approach  to  higher  education.  Students  do  not  have  to  be  at  a  specific  location,  but 
rather  they  can  interact  with  professors  and  other  students  electronically.  They  will  develop 
and  practice  the  same  skills  required  in  project  management  in  the  aviation  industry. 

Aviation  aerospace  developments  are  increasingly  team  oriented  projects  where 
participants  are  required  to  develop  their  specialties  on-site  ~  with  proper  use  of  technology 
productivity  can  be  increased  substantially.  New  students  and  adult  learners  can  benefit  from 
education  programs  that  make  extensive  use  of  this  technology  -  technical  breakthroughs  and 
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innovative  design  and  managerial  techniques  will  be  stimulated  through  widespread  familiarity 
with  this  process. 

What  we  are  seeking  is  a  system  that  promotes  "free"  flow  of  information  among 
students,  instructors,  industry  and  academia.  The  process  will  be  an  on-line  rather  than  an 
off-line  system.  Traditional  academic  processes  emphasize  a  detached,  theoretical  approach 
that  separates  itself  from  the  day-to-day  problem  solving.  This  approach  certainly  has  its 
place  in  the  spectrum  of  intellectual  activity,  but  I  would  say  that  this  niche  is  already  amply 
filled  by  the  numerous  and  excellent  research  universities  in  the  U.S.;  moreover,  this  approach 
will  not  close  the  critical  thinking  gap  that  threatens  our  market  edge. 

Goals 
The  specific  goals  we  hope  to  achieve  are  listed  below: 

1 .  The  program  gives  recognized  academic  doctoral  degree  support  to  a  field  that  requires 
high  level  critical  thinking  to  remain  globally  competitive.  Aviation  has  borrowed  from 
research  traditions  in  other  fields,  and  it  is  clear  that  a  new  paradigm  is  needed  for 
education  in  the  aviation  field. 

2.  It  becomes  a  device  for  accrediting  and  preparing  teachers  in  aviation.  We  have  yet  to 
consolidate  our  instructional  knowledge  in  ways  that  demonstrate  certain  productive 
truths  about  how  instruction  takes  place  in  our  industry.  By  allowing  doctorates  from 
other  disciplines  to  take  responsibility  for  the  instruction  of  our  future  professionals  we 
are  saying  that  our  existing  instructional  systems  are  fine  as  they  are.  This  is  far  from 
the  case.  An  aviation  doctorate  would  enable  these  teachers  to  consolidate  their  aviation 
knowledge  and  to  impart  it  in  ways  so  that  students  learn  what  works  for  aviation  and 
what  does  not. 

3.  It  focuses  the  best  minds  on  improving  technology  and  maintaining  a  competitive  edge 
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in  aviation  and  in  aerospace.  Our  ability  to  channel  the  brain  power  for  aviation 
development  suffers  by  the  absence  of  a  doctoral  program.  There  is  presently  no  "lens" 
through  which  practice  can  be  analyzed  for  aviation.  Clearly,  we  require  a  mechanism 
for  intelligent  observation  of  the  aviation  industry,  for  testing  the  different  elements,  and 
for  applying  what  we  have  learned  to  current  aviation  problems. 

4.  The  proposed  structure  for  the  doctorate  serves  as  a  bridge  to  take  theory  into  practice. 
It  organizes  and  integrates  knowledge  for  productive  use  in  the  aerospace  industry.  The 
application  of  knowledge  in  aviation  is  accomplished  in  a  rapidly  changing  environment. 
The  kind  of  work  accomplished  by  aviation  doctorates  will  lead  to  the  development  of 
skills  and  knowledge  that  are  more  immediately  applicable  to  aviation  problems  so  that 
others  can  "get  on  with  their  work"  without  having  to  reinvent  the  jet  engine  every  time 
they  see  a  new  problem. 

5.  It  builds  a  neutral  resource  pool  of  expertise  that  can  be  used  in  a  competitive  fashion. 
The  industry  needs  a  neural  network  of  aviation  experts  whose  job  it  is  to  stimulate  ttie 
free  flow  of  information  among  many  aviation  ventures  so  that  they  benefit  from  a 
broader  spectrum  of  initiatives.  It  will  also  provide  a  dispassionate  source  for  assessing 
on-going  trends  and  issues  without  the  pressure  of  immediate  corporate  goals. 

6.  It  encourages  further  research  and  promotes  synergistic  knowledge  creation.  There  is  no 
doubt  that  aviation  contains  a  wealth  of  knowledge.  This  knowledge,  however,  is  not 
systematized  nor  widely  accessible  for  immediate  use  in  the  industry.  A  cadre  of 
professional  doctorates  linked  with  each  other  and  to  students  via  networked 
communications,  however,  communicate  widely  to  exchange  information,  to  validate 
concepts  and  practices,  and  to  work  with  each  other  on  new  research.  Students  can 
test  their  learning  against  the  reality  in  which  they  work,  and  in  doing  so,  develop  ways 
to  make  the  knowledge    immediately  productive.    Productivity  increases,  and  with  it, 
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global  market  share. 
7.  Finally,  the  nucleus  created  by  an  aviation  doctorate  becomes  a  medium  for  the  new  ideas 
and  non-traditional  approaches  to  problem-solving  in  aviation.  We  are  no  longer  piecing 
together  solutions  based  on  assumptions  more  logical  for  other  disciplines  than  they  are 
for  aviation.  We  begin  to  develop  our  own  understanding  of  this  unique  field,  and  create 
models  that  will  aid  the  larger  aviation  industry  in  solving  problems. 

Aviation  Information  Infrastructure 

The  second  part  of  our  proposal  is  the  creation  of  an  aviation  information  infrastruc- 
ture. Embry-Riddle  University  has  the  breadth,  capability,  and  interest  in  developing  aviation 
as  a  priority.  Its  international  presence  is  widely  recognized,  making  it  a  key  player  in 
accumulating  and  disseminating  information  related  to  the  international  aviation  community. 
Most  recently,  Embry-Riddle  was  granted  status  as  an  affiliate  campus  of  the  International 
Space  University,  which  has  designated  its  main  campus  location  to  be  Strasbourg,  France. 
In  addition  to  this,  the  University  has  links  into  the  aviation  industry  and  regulatory  bodies  of 
several  different  countries  including  Egypt,  Kuwait,  China,  and  Nigeria.  It  has  developed  an 
understanding  of  the  global  aviation  community  and  is  a  respected  international  presence  in 
the  education  of  aviation  professionals  working  across  the  globe. 
The  Significance  of  Information  for  Aviation 

The  U.S.  aviation  industry  has  two  primary  concerns:  safety  and  global  marketability. 
In  both  areas  there  is  evidence  that  our  current  access  to  data  bases  has  disabling  effects. 
For  example,  in  aviation  accident  investigations,  there  are  instances  in  which  causation  has 
been  related  to  lack  of  availability  of  published  data  on  past  aircraft  performance.  Existing 
data  bases  are  at  fault  in  three  ways.  First,  access  to  databases  for  aviation  is  gained 
primarily  through  accessing  a  great  number  of  other  data  bases  not  directly  associated  with 
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aviation;  the  descriptors  and  search  strategies  differ  from  those  which  have  become 
operationally  efficient  for  aviation.  Descriptors  lack  the  amount  and  type  of  detail  required  for 
aviation  research,  development,  and  evaluation.  Searching  these  databases  normally  leads 
to  a  great  number  of  documents,  most  of  which  are  not  germane  to  the  problem  being 
investigated.  Secondly,  existing  databases  do  not  efficiently  incorporate  internationally 
produced  documents.  Finally,  even  if  these  documents  had  been  located,  direct  access  to  the 
contents  of  the  documents  is  limited  by  time  and  space.  There  is  no  service  an  accident 
investigator,  airline  manager,  manufacturer,  or  researcher  can  access  to  obtain  documents 
immediately  at  their  locations.  On-line  libraries  for  aviation  simply  do  not  exist.  There  is  every 
reason  to  believe  that  in  some  safety  incidents,  the  availability  of  this  information  would  have 
made  a  different  in  lives  which  could  have  been  saved  and  in  dollars  which  would  have  not 
been  lost. 

On-line  information  for  aviation  also  has  economic  implications  in  positioning  a  nation 
to  develop  and  market  advanced  aviation  technologies  to  the  world  at  large.  Without  this  kind 
of  systematized  information,  whole  economies  can  deteriorate.  Knowledge  is  income, 
especially  in  our  increasingly  knowledge-based  economy.  If  the  US  is  to  maintain  its 
leadership  in  the  development  of  aviation  and  aerospace  technologies,  we,  too,  must 
recognize  that  the  same  lack  of  systematized,  immediately  available  aviation  knowledge  that 
resulted  in  the  New  York  City  crash  can  lead  the  U.S.  Aviation  industry  to  a  crash  of  the  same 
magnitude. 

The  U.S.  aviation  industry  as  distressed.  Weekly  shifts  in  strategies  in  order  to  keep 
airlines  and  manufacturers  afloat  are  publicized.  The  White  House  is  well  aware  of  the 
significance  of  these  figures.  Secretary  of  Transportation  Pena  noted  in  a  recent  speech  in 
February: 
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"The  U.S  aviation  industry  is  a  barometer  of  the  health  of  the  American 
economy  and  a  benchmark  for  our  global  competitiveness.  Now  the  indicators 
are  flashing  alarm  signs.  As  a  mainstay  of  our  economy  and  as  an  engine  of 
new  technology,  the  president  shares  my  belief  that  restoring  the  strength  of 
the  aviation  industry  is  a  crucial  element  of  the  administration's  overall 
economic  recovery  strategy." 

Avion,  February  24,  1 993,  page  1 
Adequate  information  flow  is  an  essential  element  to  maintaining  both  US  safety  and  eco- 
nomic leadership  in  the  world  aviation  milieu. 

While  libraries  and  databases  exist,  coordination  between  them  and  access  to 
documents,  books,  articles,  and  materials  is  unacceptably  limited.  In  many  ways  these 
libraries  and  repositories  have  become  obstacles  to  information  rather  than  gateways  that 
yield  information.  The  two  barriers  are  physical  location  and  clumsy,  inefficient  search 
mechanisms  that  are  ill-suited  to  investigating  aviation  concerns.  The  answer  lies  in  the 
development  of  on-line  access  to  documents  and  database  indexing  services  using  terminology 
and  categorizations  in  common  use  in  aviation  and  aerospace. 

The  Meaning  of  Information  Flow  for  U.S.  Aviation 
Deficiencies  in  current  document  and  database  access  for  aviation  are  in  six  main 

areas: 

Clearinghouse:  There  is  no  central  point  to  which  a  person  doing  research,  evaluation, 
and  development  can  go  to  find  out  what  has  been  done  in  government,  industry,  DOD, 

university,  and  internationally. 

Lack  of  quick,  remotely  accessible  databases:  Accident  investigation  occurring  on-site 
is  at  the  present  time  hampered  by  lack  of  access  to  databases  that  might  help  the 
investigator  better  analyze  the  accident  while  the  site  is  still  unaltered. 

Complicated  search  mechanisms  that  have  limited  utility  for  aviation:    Aviation  is 
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interdisciplinary  by  nature.  Existing  data  bases  for  other  disciplines  have  a  good  deal  of  other 
non-pertinent  material  that  interferes  with  an  efficient  search  for  aviation  purposes. 

International  databases  are  not  integrated  with  domestic  sources:  Access  to 
international  databases  is  important  for  both  safety  and  commerce.  International  information 
is  desired  but  priority  for  systematizing  it  for  access  appears  low.  Direct  examples  of  the 
effects  of  this  lack  of  integration  can  too  easily  found  in  aviation  annals.  ICAO  is  behind  two 
to  three  years  in  developing  its  accident  data  base  exchange.  While  NATO  has  taken  steps 
to  develop  some  international  data  bases  on  aerospace  terminology  through  the  Advisory 
Group  for  Aerospace  Research  and  Development  (AGARD),  the  scope  is  still  limited 
considering  past  economic  and  safety  needs.  There  exists  no  reliable  non-proprietary 
international  database  to  serve  U  S  aviation  needs.  Access  to  non-English  data  is  extremely 
limited,  so  US  aviation  has  no  means  of  obtaining  international  perspectives. 

Lack  of  integration  of  government-sponsored  and  non-profit  libraries:  FAA  libraries  are 
not  well-linked  for  research,  development,  or  evaluation.  While  the  FAA  and  NTSB  have  been 
major  producers  of  aviation  information  and  documents  in  demand  by  the  aviation  industry, 
access  to  these  documents  is  not  possible  through  on-line  systems  nor  through  a 
consolidated  search  approach.  One  library  does  not  have  access  to  information  on  the 
holdings  in  another.   Search  mechanisms  differ,  and  collections  are  not  coordinated. 

Laci(  of  information  on  funded  aviation  research:  Finally,  in  developing  new 
initiatives,  in  providing  industry  with  the  latest  information  achieved  through  government 
funded  research,  there  is  no  database  containing  information  on  what  has  been  done  where, 
by  whom,  and  with  what  results. 

Is  an  on-line  library  required  for  U.S.  aviation  development? 
The  role  of  information  flow  as  a  major  influence  in  aviation  and  aerospace  commerce 
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is  rapidly  gaining  attention  on  an  international  scale.  Information  flow  and  access  has  global 
market  value.  Recent  forays  of  Aerospatiale  in  manufacturing  general  aviation  aircraft  and 
penetrating  the  U.S.  market  indicate  a  loss  in  U.S.  competitiveness  in  this  area.  There  is  no 
doubt  that  our  lack  of  information  flow  within  the  industry  was  a  contributing  factor  to  this 

loss. 

Remote  access  to  on-line  information  is  essential  because  the  aviation  industry 
operates  in  a  geographically  dispersed  manner.  Geographic  diversity  has  been  and  will 
continue  to  be  the  norm  in  aviation  operations.  But  the  need  for  on-site  access  to  information 
is  increasingly  recognized  as  significant,  and  lack  of  access  has  a  direct  effect  on 
productivity. 

By  the  same  token,  aviation  and  aerospace  information  is  produced  at  many  different 
geographic  locations.  The  development  of  aviation  information  is  widely  disbursed  and 
requires  access  to  information  about  what  has  been  researched  before.  Researcher 
productivity  hinges  on  on-line  access  capability. 

In  completing  advanced  degree  work  in  aviation  and  aerospace  access  to  specialized 
aviation/aerospace  materials  is  important.  It  has  to  be  physically  accessible.  Students  need 
the  ability  to  examine  the  materials  directly  wherever  they  are. 

Perhaps  the  most  compelling  arguments  for  an  on-line  aviation  library  can  be  found 
beyond  our  own  airspace.  For  the  purposes  of  securing  global  skies  for  U.S.  aircraft  and  for 
creating  a  truly  global  presence  in  future  world-wide  air  transportation,  it  is  becoming 
increasingly  important  that  foreign  entities  be  given  access  to  a  streamlined,  user-friendly  on- 
line aviation  library.  More  than  ever  before,  international  cooperation  is  required  for  the 
security  of  U.S.  citizens  and  aircraft  operating  in  other  nations.  They  require  current, 
complete  information  to  make  decisions  for  their  own  domestic  and  international  service, 
including  information  on  aircraft  performance,  airspace  management,  policy  options,  and 
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software  applications  for  aviation  to  name  a  few.  Here,  again,  as  before,  more  complete 
access  will  enable  more  informed  choices  to  support  a  global  aviation  economy.  An  on-line 
library  is  essential  to  support  U.S.  involvement  in  global  commercial  initiatives,  to  support 
information  needs  of  aviation  workers  (including  FAA,  NTSB,  and  NASA  workers)  wherever 
they  are,  to  support  researcher  productivity  in  support  of  advancement  of  the  U.S.  aviation 
irKJustry,  to  preserve  the  history  of  aviation  development,  and  to  provide  a  solid,  accessible 
knowledge  base  for  the  development  of  future  aviation  professionals  in  undergraduate  and 
graduate  programs. 

Development  of  this  on-line  library  calls  for  a  sensitivity  to  the  ways  in  which  the 
information  will  be  used  in  the  multiple  types  of  aviation  applications.  The  provider  should 
have  an  operational  understanding  of  the  interdisciplinary  make-up  of  aviation  and  how 
knowledge  can  be  organized  to  meet  these  needs. 

Service  Components 

Orvline  Library  Service  should  consist  of  two  major  parts:  (1)  on-line  documents,  and 
(2)  intelligent,  friendly  gateways  to  (a)  other  related  indices,  (b)  other  documents,  and  (c) 
on-going  non-proprietary  research.  Complete  documents  should  be  available  for  on-line 
examination  and  acquisition  in  the  form  the  user  requires.  Access  means  it  should  provide 
gateways  to  national  data  bases  such  as  the  NTSB  Reports  and  data,  CAMI,  FAA  libraries. 
Defense  Technical  Information  Center  (OTIC),  National  Engineering  Education  Delivery  Service 
(NEEDS),  National  Engineering  Information  Service  (NEIS),  AGARD,  and  NASA  On-line 
services.  It  should  also  make  international  databases  more  accessible  and  include  ICAO  data, 
and  reports  published  by  foreign  governments. 

Flexibility  of  use  is  a  second  important  criterion.  The  display  and  form  in  which  the 
information  is  received  should  allow  the  user  to  manipulate  it  to  meet  operational,  research, 
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and  financial  needs. 

The  on-line  library  should  also  be  reliable  and  consistent.  Users  should  be  able  to 
routinely  access  it  when  they  want  it  and  rely  on  the  information  they  receive. 

Electronic  manipulation  of  copyrighted  documents  still  presents  issues  for  publishers 
and  users  alike.  While  many  anomalies  exist  that  can  impact  the  availability  of  documents  in 
an  on-line  format,  in  the  past  few  years'  strides  have  been  made  in  the  development  of 
policies  that  both  protect  the  rights  of  authors/  publishers  and  enable  on-line  access.  Libraries 
such  as  those  at  Illinois  Institute  of  Technology  College  of  Law  and  Case  Western  University 
have  been  innovative  in  their  approach.  They  have  developed  foundations  for  copyright 
negotiation  to  which  we  can  look  in  creating  policy  for  the  aviation  on-line  service. 

A  great  many  aviation  resources,  however,  are  government  publications  and  require 
no  copyright  clearance  for  on-line  use.  Embry-Riddle  anticipates  being  able  to  scan  and  index 
these  materials  so  that  much  greater  access  will  be  possible  within  a  relatively  short  time 
frame.  Using  this  approach,  coordinated  user  access  to  FAA  libraries,  CAMI,  NTSB,  and  lAC, 
to  name  a  few,  can  be  acquired. 

Approach  to  On-line  Information  Service 

The  on-line  service  will  be  developed  over  a  four  year  period  using  an  integrated 
approach.  During  the  first  year  the  elements  to  be  put  on-line  and  integrated  through  a 
gateway  will  be  identified.  Reference  librarians  at  Embry-Riddle  are  experienced  in  linking 
aviation  resources  with  user  needs.  Their  expertise  will  provide  the  initial  foundation  for  the 
architecture  of  the  system.  In  conjunction  with  software  engineers,  they  will  formulate  the 
system  requirements,  which  will  be  validated  by  external  experts  provided  by  the  FAA,  NASA, 
and  NTSB.  The  priority  for  digitizing  information  will  be  defined,  and  the  requirements  for  an 
aviation-specific  user  interface  with  existing  databases  will  be  generated.  Our  plan  is  to  use 
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the  gateway  design  of  DTIC  as  a  basis  for  the  design  for  the  aviation  interface.  By  exporting 
the  architecture  from  a  defense  initiative  we  feel  we  are  transferring  a  technology  to  a  usable 
format  by  the  commercial  and  general  aviation  industry.  The  software  will  be  adapted  for 
aviation  descriptors  and  use.  Negotiations  with  CCC  and  other  holders  of  copyright  will  be 
completed,  and  copyright  management  software  will  be  in  place  to  track  and  manage  use. 
Our  goal  is  to  make  the  library  self-sustaining  within  four  years. 

Cost 

We  estimate  that  both  the  doctoral  program  and  the  on-line  aviation  information 
systems  can  be  implemented  for  8.0  million  dollars  over  a  four  year  period.  This  money  would 
be  needed  in  increments  of  three  million  dollars  the  first  year  and  two,  two  and  one  million 
dollars  in  succeeding  years.  No  funding  required  in  the  fifth  year.  The  first  year's  cost  of  3 
million  dollars  will  be  distributed  as  follows: 


REQUIRED  FUNDING  FOR  FY  94 
(In  Millions  of  Dollars) 


On-Line  Library 


Doctoral  Prooram 

Information  Infrastructure 

Faculty  &  Staff 

.18 

Staff 

.1 

Advertising 

.2 

Library  Acquisitions 

.3 

Scholarships 

.2 

Copyright 

.1 

Operations 

.1 

Advertising 

.05 

Hardware  &  Software 

^ 

Hardware  &  Software 

LQ. 

1.48 

1.55 

GRAND  TOTAL 

3.03 
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Detailed  cost  breakouts  and  projections  are  contained  in  internal  planning  documents 
that  can  be  provided  on  request.  This  funding  will  cover  the  technical  and  personnel  costs 
to  get  both  of  these  programs  off  to  an  excellent  start.  Because  of  the  unique  nature  of  the 
delivery  systems,  we  will  not  require  any  funding  for  'bricks  and  mortar"  --  in  keeping  with 
the  mission,  we  need  electronic  buildings  rather  than  traditional  campus  buildings.  We  feel 
that  both  programs  will  be  self  sufficient  after  4  years;  we  are  convinced  that  there  is  a  need 
and  that  industry  and  students  will  recognize  the  inherent  "value  added"  that  derives  from 
education  and  the  knowledge  base.  Relatively  modest  user  charge  fees  can  keep  both 
programs  solvent  and  growing. 

Conclusion 
There  are  severe  and  continuing  problems  in  the  aviation  aerospace  industry.  We  are 
proposing  a  "synergistic"  two  part  approach  to  "highlight"  the  urgency  of  the  situation  and 
implement  a  cooperative  education  oriented  solution.  Because  of  the  uniqueness  and  the 
urgency  of  the  program,  it  cannot  be  implemented  through  traditional  structures  -  it  needs 
the  vision  and  commitment  of  an  achievement  oriented  Congress.  We  have  the  mission, 
commitment,  knowledge,  international  reputation  and  experience  to  lead  a  collaborative  effort 
of  IrKJustry,  academia,  and  government  to  develop  and  implement  these  programs. 
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Mr.  FoGLiETTA.  I  thank  you. 

What  does  Embry-Riddle  receive  now  in  Federal  funds  from  vari- 
ous departments  of  the  Federal  Government? 

Mr.  SuwA.  I  would  estimate  that  out  of  our  $100  million  budget 
approximately  $2.5  million  comes  from  various  projects  involving 
the  Federal  Government.  This  year,  when  we  complete  our  project 
with  the  FAA  that  will  be  a  big  jump  this  year,  but  we  average 
about  $2.5  million  out  of  our  $100  million  budget. 

Mr.  FoGUETTA.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Wolf? 

Mr.  Wolf.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Welcome  to  the  committee,  Congressman  Mica  and  Dr.  Sliwa. 

Has  anyone  from  your  university  been  approached  to  serve  on 
the  aviation  panel  that  the  House  approved  yesterday  to  study 
ways  to  help  the  aviation  industry? 

Mr.  Sliwa.  Yes,  sir.  I  have  been  approached.  I  don't  know  if  my 
name  will  make  it  or  not. 

Mr.  Wolf.  You  have  been  approached  by  the  White  House? 

Mr.  Sliwa.  Somebody  else  sent  my  name  in. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Do  you  think  you  have  a  contribution  to  make? 

Mr.  Sliwa.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Wolf.  It  would  sound  right  to  me. 

What  would  be  the  match  percentage  of  these  funds  you  are  re- 
questing? 

Mr.  Sliwa.  In  the  past,  this  committee  has  requested  35  percent 
and  that  is  what  we're  proposing  at  this  time  in  the  initial  years. 
In  the  out-years,  as  we  get  funding  from  industry  and  so  forth  for 
the  on-line  library  and  as  the  program  builds  up,  the  percentage 
will  grow  in  terms  of  the  matching  part. 

The  first  year  is  35  percent.  I  don't  have  the  numbers  in  front  of 
me. 

Mr.  Wolf.  If  you  averaged  it  out  over  the  project,  what  do  you 
think  your  match  would  be? 

Mr.  SuwA.  Over  the  project,  it  would  probably  be  about  55  per- 
cent. Of  course,  the  fifth,  sixth,  seventh,  eighth,  and  ninth  year  the 
Federal  share  would  be  zero  and  all  the  other  funds  would  come 
from  someplace  else. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Are  you  applying  to  any  other  committee  in  the  Con- 
gress for  this  money?  Are  you  appearing  before  any  other  commit- 
tee? 

Mr.  SuwA.  At  this  time,  no,  I  am  not.  After  talking  with  a 
number  of  people,  we  thought  that  this  best  fit  into  the  airway  sci- 
ence program  because  it  fit  the  intentions  of  Congress  when  they 
authorized  the  money.  I  have  had  discussions  with  various  mem- 
bers of  the  staff  at  the  FAA  who  implement  the  program  as  well  as 
their  contracted  executive  directors  and  things  outside  the  FAA, 
and  they  feeem  to  be  comfortable  with  this  program. 

Mr.  Wolf.  So  you  won't  be  appearing  before  any  other  commit- 
tee in  request  of  these  funds? 

Mr.  Sliwa.  That  is  correct.  I  will  not. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Does  the  FAA  support  what  you're  doing? 

Mr.  SuwA.  Members  of  the  FAA  staff  are  supportive.  I  do  not 
believe  that  the  Administration's  request  will  have  this  in  the 
budget. 
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Mr.  Wolf.  Were  they  asked  to  have  this  in  the  budget?  Were 
they  approached? 

Mr.  SuwA.  We  have  had  discussions  and  they  are  not  sure  how 
they  would  operate  to  do  this. 

As  you  know,  the  FAA  has  only  recently  been  given  authority  to 
be  able  to  work  with  universities  in  certain  manners.  The  airway 
science  program  was  the  first  way  that  the  FAA  was  allowed  to  get 
directly  involved.  They  have  recently  gotten  involved  with  the 
grant  program  and  a  center  of  excellence  program. 

Truthfully,  it  is  relatively  difficult  to  take  to  them  about  some  of 
these  programs  because  they  aren't  sure  what  their  legal  standing 
is  for  pursuing  some  of  these  activities. 

Mr.  Wolf.  It  is  very  impressive  that  you  have  500  people  that 
went  to  your  university  that  now  work  for  FAA.  Hopefully  they 
will  work  their  way  up  so  that  they  can  be  a  bit  of  help  to  you. 
[Laughter.] 

Mr.  Wolf.  Maybe  some  day  the  FAA  Administrator  will  come 
from  your  university. 

Mr.  SuwA.  There  is  that  possibility. 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  have  no  further  questions. 

Mr.  FoGUETTA.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Wolf. 

You  do  have  an  impressive  record  of  people  who  are  working  in 
the  various  parts  of  aviation. 

Mr.  Carr.  Are  you  on  Internet? 

Mr.  SuwA.  Yes. 

Mr.  Carr.  In  this  information  system,  are  you  proposing  to  make 
it  available  through  Internet? 

Mr.  Sliwa.  Yes,  and  also  the  new  network  that  is  being  planned 
and  proposed  for  education  and  research  that  is  being  sponsored  by 
Vice  President  Gore.  This  will  be  accessible  through  that  as  well. 

In  addition,  one  of  the  things  businesses  have  asked  is  that  if 
they  do  order  materials  that  we  then  reimburse  through  copyright 
that  we  move  that  material  using  faxes.  They  would  put  in  a  re- 
quest and  then  we  would  find  the  pages  they  want  and  send  it  off. 

The  way  the  Columbia  Library  works  is  that  the  bought  a  think- 
ing machine  computer,  which  is  a  connection  machine.  The  user 
puts  in  normal  library  search  commands.  But  instead  of  just 
searching  through  the  abstracts,  it  actually  searches  through  the 
full  documents  and  takes  advantage  of  the  high  speed  to  be  able  to 
do  that.  Then  it  grades  each  document  on  the  likelihood  that  that 
document  would  be  useful  to  you  for  your  particular  search. 

So  there  has  been  a  lot  of  research  on  how  to  make  that  avail- 
able and  make  it  available  through  Internet.  Our  library  catalogs 
are  currently  available  through  Internet,  but  that  does  not  allow 
the  material  to  be  available. 

Mr.  Carr.  Would  this  money  be  used  to  make  your  material 
available? 

Mr.  Sliwa.  That's  correct.  It  would  be  our  material  as  well  as 
making  other  databases  in  the  aviation  industry  available  through 
networks  that  would  be  directly  accessible  by  industry. 

Mr.  Carr.  There  are  quite  a  few  databases  that  are  already 
available  in  the  aviation  and  aerospace  area. 

Mr.  Sliwa.  Right,  there  are  a  number.  Some  of  them  are  spon- 
sored by  individual  FAA  sites,  some  of  them  are  sponsored  by 
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NASA,  but  the  databases  themselves  aren't  as  useful  as  the  infor- 
mation. Most  of  the  databases  are  just  abstracts  of  the  materials 
that  have  been  captured,  therefore  you  are  searching  through  ab- 
stracts and  there  is  not  an  integrated  place  where  they  all  come 
together  and  are  made  available  in  one  location. 

We  are  hoping  to  not  only  bring  those  databases  together  but 
also  begin  digitizing  the  whole  aviation  knowledge  base  and 
making  that  available  so  that  people  can  pull  it  up  on  their  screen 
wherever  they  are  and  see  that  information. 

If  you  wanted  to  check  on  things,  instead  of  just  doing  a  search 
for  the  database  for  the  abstract,  you  could  actually  pull  the  dia- 
grams up  on  the  screen  and  view  that  while  you  were  preparing  for 
your  decisions  the  next  day. 

Mr.  Carr.  Just  as  a  thought,  wouldn't  it  be  advisable  for  the  De- 
partment of  Transportation  to  do  this  for  all  the  modes  and  for  the 
Department  of  Transportation  to  develop  an  integrated  program 
that  aims  in  this  direction,  then  in  a  year  or  two  place  certain 
chunks  of  the  information  with  people  like  Embry-Riddle? 

I  am  a  little  concerned  here  that  while  it  is  arguably  a  good 
idea — it  is  arguably  a  good  idea  for  all  modes  of  transportation — 
that  we  might  be  getting  ahead  of  ourselves  a  little  bit  if  the  Ad- 
ministration were  to  propose  some  kind  of  information  highway  in 
transportation  area  that  you  could  participate  in  perhaps  as  a 
larger  whole  that  would  include  highways,  rail,  maritime,  and  the 
rest  of  them. 

Mr.  SuwA.  We  certainly  think  that  having  the  transportation  as 
a  bigger  one  would  be  good.  We  do  bring  up  that  we  think  that  in 
terms  of  managing  the  aviation  portion  of  it — of  which  aviation 
could  be  part — I  am  not  sure  that  it  has  to  wait,  but  that  is  what 
we  can  look  into — I  think  we  can  develop  that  library  with  our 
staff  and  capabilities  of  being  the  largest  aeronautical  university 
much  more  cost-effectively  than  many  other  methods  that  could  be 
developed. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  am  not  suggesting  that  somebody  else  do  it.  It  would 
seem  that  you  would  compete  very  favorably  for  the  business  or 
the  work.  But  it  would  seem  that  perhaps  we  ought  to  wait  and  see 
what  DOT  wants  to  say  about  transportation  information  generi- 
cally  before  we  start  to  put  little  pieces  in  place  that  later  on,  if 
they  decide  to  do  something  like  that,  would  be  in  hindsight  then 
premature. 

Mr.  Sltwa.  a  major  portion  of  our  effort  is  going  to  be  digitizing 
material.  However  that  system  gets  organized,  I  anticipate  it  will 
be  reorganized  every  decade  as  more  technology  becomes  available. 
But  the  key  part  is  to  be  able  to  move  forward  and  take  the  infor- 
mation that  is  on  the  printed  page  and  make  it  available  electroni- 
cally. Then  once  it  is  in  that  electronic  format,  that  can  easily  be 
translated  into  one  form  or  another. 

That  is  going  to  be  a  delaying  part.  I  am  not  sure — if  we  agree 
that  this  is  the  way  to  go,  why  not  start  digitizing  the  information 
and  start  making  it  available? 

Mr.  Carr.  Couldn't  that  be  done  by  anybody?  We  could  just  go 
out  for  requests  for  proposals  to  have  people  digitize  documents. 

Mr.  SuwA.  But  one  of  the  things  that  you  have  when  you  have  a 
university  involved  is  that  we  have  our  full  referenced  librarian 
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staff.  They  have  one  of  the  largest  collections  of  aviation  materials 
available  already,  and  we  have  trained  people  that  know  how  to 
sort  through,  prioritize,  and  build  up  the  information.  I  think  we 
could  provide  leadership  to  that  in  a  very  cost-effective  way. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Mr.  Chairman,  what  we  have  here — even  though 
Embry-Riddle  is  not  in  my  district — we  have  a  real  national  treas- 
ure and  a  national  asset.  We're  talking  about  the  premier  institu- 
tion in  the  world  for  aviation  and  aeronautical  education. 

So  if  we  look  at  it  in  that  context,  while  we  may  need  to  do 
things  in  other  areas  in  transportation,  this  is  a  program  designed 
specifically  for  aviation  to  help  keep  us  in  the  cutting  edge.  That  is 
my  concern  here. 

If  you  look  at  competitiveness — and  we  have  looked  at  in  the 
Public  Works  Aviation  Subcommittee — the  only  area  in  which  this 
country  has  really  maintained  any  lead  in  exports  is  in  aviation 
manufacturing  and  the  aviation  industry.  We  are  starting  to  lose 
that  lead. 

I  consider  this  a  very  small  investment — again,  an  investment  in 
the  mind,  and  not  in  bricks  and  mortar — where  we  take  the  lead. 
We  may  be  looking  in  hindsight  several  years  down  the  pike  and 
wonder  why  we  didn't  do  something  like  this.  This  national  asset  is 
a  combination  of  business  and  industry  and  also  Government  and 
education.  That  is  the  combination  that  is  going  to  make  us  win. 

Mr.  Carr.  Is  such  an  information  appropriation  authorized? 

Mr.  Sliwa.  Is  it  authorized?  I  don't  know  at  this  point,  but  if  it 
isn't,  we  will  certainly  work  on  it.  I  felt  that  this  fit  within  the 
guise  and  definition  of  what  the  airway  science  program  was  in- 
tended for  in  terms  of  making  these  kinds  of  infrastructure  invest- 
ments in  education  and  research. 

Mr.  Mica.  If  it  needs  a  separate  authorization,  we  would  be  glad 
to  work  on  that. 

Again,  I  think  if  you  look  at  this  in  the  context  of  what  we're 
proposing  for  the  future  of  this  industry,  that  we're  having  real 
problems  in  keeping  that  cutting  edge,  and  we're  losing  ground — 
and  this  is,  again,  a  doctorate  program,  too.  It  is  beyond  just  an  in- 
formation gathering. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you. 

[Response  to  Hon.  Wolfs,  questions  follow:] 
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Dear  Congressman  Wolf: 

I  want  thank  you  and  your  colleagues  for  letting  me  testify  before  the  House 
Transportation  Appropriations  Subcommittee  March  24,  1993.   Although  you  asked  me 
several  important  questions  during  my  testimony,  I  understand  that  you  would  like  me 
to  respond  in  writing  to  your  formal  set  of  questions.  Let  me  address  those  for  you: 

Question  #1:      What  organization  would  be  the  recipient  of  the  federal  funds  requested? 

Answer  #1:       Embry-Riddle  Aeronautical  University,  hic  would  be  the  recipient  of  the 
funds.  We  are  a  charitable,  tax-exempt,  organization  under  501  (c-3)  in 
the  IRS  Code  and  are  regionally  accredited  by  the  Souther  Association  of 
Schools  and  Colleges  (SACS)  and  professionally  accredited  by  the 
American  Board  of  Engineering  cmd  Technology  (ABET)  and  the  Council 
of  Aviation  Accreditation  (CAA). 

Question  #2:     How  much  money  are  you  requesting  from  this  subcommittee  for  FY 
1994? 

Answer  #2:       We  are  requesting  $3,000,000  for  FY  1994. 

Question  #3:     What  will  these  funds  be  used  for? 

Answer  #3:       These  funds  will  be  used  for  developing  the  first  Aviation  Doctorate  in 
the  U.S.  and  for  developing  an  on-line  electronic  library  for  aviation  as  a 
national  resource. 

Question  #4:     Are  you  requesting  any  funds  for  non-construction  purposes?  If  yes,  what 
would  these  funds  be  used  for? 
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Answer  #4:       Yes.  The  fvinds  would  be  used  for  programmatic  purposes.  It  will  include 
personnel  support,  equipment  and  student  support  funds. 

Question  #5:     What  impact  does  this  project  have  on  our  national  transportation 

network,  or  any  other  federal  purpose,  which  would  justify  the  request 
for  funds  from  this  subcommittee? 

Answer  #5:       As  described  in  my  attached  testimony  this  funding  will  help  us  push  the 
aviation  industry  to  the  forefront.   When  Congress  established  in  1981 
through  authorization  and  subsequent  reauthorization  and 
appropriations  the  Airway  Science  Program,  it  decided  to  take  a 
leadership  role  in  providing  for  the  "human  infrastructure"  in  the 
aviation  industry.   Nearly  300  colleges  and  universities  offer  programs  in 
aviation  and  aerospace.  However,  none  current  offer  a  doctorate.  That 
means  faculty  members  do  not  have  an  accepted  terminal  degree. 
Developing  a  doctorate  curriculum  and  program  which  could  be  offered 
nationwide  is  essential  for  our  collegiate  programs  to  continue  to  prosper. 
Many  in  acadenua,  industry,  and  the  government  have  supported  this 
proposal. 

The  on-line  electronic  library  is  a  missing  lir\k  for  education  and  industry. 
Aviation  and  aerospace  moves  so  fast  that  keeping  abreast  is  difficult. 
Developing  an  on-line  library  which  has  many  documents  digitally 
scanned  and  available  via  computer  networks  for  access  by  industry, 
schools,  and  government  would  enable  a  rapid  dissemination  of  critical 
information.    Many  in  industry,  academia,  and  government  have 
supported  this  proposal. 

Question  #6:     For  FY  1993,  what  is  the  total  amount  of  federal  funds  that  this 
organization  received,  and  what  activities  were  funded  by  these 
amounts? 

Answer  #6:       Embry-Riddle  Aeronautical  University  has  a  revenue  budget  of 

approximately  $95  nrdllion  dollars.   Less  than  $5  million  dollars  comes 
from  all  federal  sources.  These  sources  include  contracts  with  the  FAA 
and  NASA  and  grants  with  the  FAA,  NASA  and  NSF.   In  FY  1993,  Embry 
Riddle  received  a  one  time  appropriation  of  $11.5  million  dollars  which 
has  been  earmarked  for  the  construction  of  bi-located  Engineering  and 
Technology  Laboratories  on  the  Florida  and  Arizona  campuses. 

Question  #7:     Has  the  project  received  federal  funds  in  prior  years?  In  what  fiscal  years 
were  those  funds  received  and  in  what  amounts? 
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Answer  #7:       This  project  is  being  started  in  FY  1994. 

Question  #8:     Will  you  be  seeking  additional  funds  from  this  subcommittee  for  this 
project  in  the  future? 

Answer  #8:       Yes,  we  will  be  seeking  $3  million  in  FY  1995,  $2  million  in  FY  1996,  and 
$1  miUion  in  FY  1997. 

Question  #9:     What  is  the  total  expected  cost  of  the  project?  What  percentage  of  the  total 
cost  of  this  project  would  be  funded  by  the  federal  government? 

Answer  #9:       Over  10  years  the  project  is  expected  to  cost  about  $38  million.  However, 
since  the  project  is  projected  to  be  self-funded  within  5  years,  the  total 
government  share  of  the  funds  will  only  be  $9  million.   The  initial  year 
Embry-Riddle  will  provide  35%  non-federal  match.   We  exjsect  to  see  that 
grow  to  100%  within  5  years. 

Question  #10:    How  much  state,  local,  or  private  funds  will  be  used  for  this  project? 

Answer  #10:     The  remainder  of  the  $38  million  dollars  will  be  generated  from  other 
sources,  or  approximately  $29  million.   We  currently  estimate  that  the 
majority  of  those  funds  will  come  from  industrial  sponsorships  or 
student  tuition  dollars. 

Question  #11:   Are  you  seeking  funds  this  year  from  any  other  federal  source,  or  any  other 
appropriations  subcommittee  for  this  project,  or  for  any  other  project? 

Answer  #11:     No  other  federal  funds  are  being  sought  for  this  project  from  other  federal 
sources. 

Question  #12:    If  the  project  for  which  you  are  seeking  federal  funds  from  this 

subcommittee  is  a  highway  project,  where  does  it  rank  on  the  state's 
priority  list? 

Answer  #12:     This  is  not  a  highway  project. 

Question  #13:   If  the  project  is  a  transit  project,  does  the  general  public  in  your  area 
support  the  project? 

Answer  #13:     This  is  not  a  transit  project. 
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Questions  #14:  Has  there  been  any  public  financing  mechanisms  initiated  at  the  state 

and/or  local  level  to  help  fund  this  project  (highway  or  transit),  such  as  a 
dedicated  gas  tax  increase  or  a  bond  referendum?  If  so,  please  provide  the 
specifics,  and,  in  the  case  of  any  proposed  bonding  authority,  please 
indicate  the  results  of  placing  this  project  before  the  public. 

Answer  #14:     This  project  is  not  appropriate  for  this  kind  of  funding  mechanism. 


Sincerely, 

Steven  M.  Sliwa,  Ph.  D. 


SMS/lkk 


Enclosures:  March  24, 1993  Testimony  to  the  Subcommittee  on  Transportation,  Committee  on 

Appropriations  and  U.S.  House  of  Representatives 


444 

Wednesday,  March  24,  1993. 
ALLEGHENY  COUNTY,  PA,  BUSWAY 
WITNESSES 

HON.  JOHN  P.  MURTHA,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 
COMMONWEALTH  OF  PENNSYLVANIA 

HON.  WILLIAM  J.  COYNE,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 
COMMONWEALTH  OF  PENNSYLVANIA 

HON.  AUSTIN  J.  MURPHY,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 
COMMONWEALTH  OF  PENNSYLVANIA 

HON.  RON  KLINK,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE  COM- 
MONWEALTH OF  PENNSYLVANIA 

MAYOR  SOPHIE   MASLOFF  OF   PITTSBURGH,  PENNSYLVANIA   COMMIS- 
SIONER 

COMMISSIONER    TOM     FOERSTER,    CHAIRMAN,    ALLEGHENY    COUNTY 
BOARD  OF  COMMISSIONERS,  PITTSBURGH,  PA 

COMMISSIONER  PETE  FLAHERTY,  ALLEGHENY  COUNTY,  PITTSBURGH, 
PA 

WILLIAM  MILLAR,  EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR,  ALLEGHENY  COUNTY  PORT 
AUTHORITY 

HOWARD   YERUSALIM,   SECRETARY,   PENNSYLVANIA   DEPARTMENT  OF 
TRANSPORTATION 

Mr.  FoGLiETTA.  Mr.  Murtha  is  Chairing  the  Committee  on  De- 
fense Appropriations  and  is  unable  to  be  here  today.  But  he  said 
that  you  and  his  colleagues  would  ably  handle  the  job. 

Mr.  Murphy? 

Mr.  Murphy.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

It  is  a  pleasure  for  my  colleagues  and  me  to  welcome  here  not 
only  the  Pennsylvania  Secretary  of  Transportation  Yerusalim,  the 
mayor  of  the  city  of  Pittsburgh,  Sophie  Masloff,  the  County  Com- 
missioners' chairman,  Tom  Foerster  and  his  colleague  Pete  Fla- 
herty. 

Mr.  Coyne.  I  just  want  to  thank  the  committee  for  making  this 
time  available  for  the  mayor  of  Pittsburgh  and  the  chairman  of  the 
Board  of  County  Commissioners  and  Pete  Flaherty.  I  also  thank 
the  subcommittee  for  having  been  so  helpful  in  past  efforts  at  fund- 
ing a  very  important  proposal  in  Allegheny  County  that  would 
extend  the  busway  from  downtown  to  the  airport. 

Congressman  Murphy  and  Congressman  Klink  both  share  terri- 
tory in  Allegheny  County  in  their  congressional  districts.  I  turn 
this  over  to  Congressman  Klink  for  a  few  words. 

Mr.  KuNK.  Thank  you  very  much. 

I  just  wanted  to  say  that  we  have  built  a  wonderful  airport  near 
the  city  of  Pittsburgh  with  the  help  of  the  Federal  Government, 
with  the  help  of  this  committee.  It  is  going  to  be  a  vastly  needed 
boost  economically  for  an  area  that  has  really  been  left  behind  for 
the  past  decade  or  decade  and  a  half.  We  need  to  fully  take  advan- 
tage of  that. 

We  are  very  dependent  on  public  transportation.  I  realize  the  im- 
portance of  this  and  I  realize  that  this  could  ultimately  be  a  project 
that  we  could  see  the  increase  in  jobs,  the  increase  in  people  being 
able  to  pay  taxes  rather  than  being  the  recipients  of  tax  dollars.  I 
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beg  that  you  pay  close  attention  to  what  they  have  today  and  give 
it  the  credence  it  deserves. 

Mr.  FoGUETTA.  I  want  to  recognize  and  welcome  my  good  friend, 
the  mayor  of  Pittsburgh,  who  I  had  the  pleasure  of  meeting  quite  a 
few  years  ago  with  Congressman  Coyne  in  Jerusalem,  Israel.  I 
became  very  fond  of  her  and  admired  the  work  she  weis  doing  in 
the  city  of  Pittsburgh  as  a  member  of  the  City  Council.  She  has 
since  elevated  herself  to  the  position  of  mayor. 

I  have  followed  her  career  very  closely.  Let  me  say  that  I  am 
very  proud  of  the  work  you  are  doing.  You  are  one  of  the  most  out- 
standing mayors  in  entire  United  States  of  America. 

Welcome  to  the  committee.  I  am  so  glad  to  have  you  with  us 
today. 

Mr.  Coyne,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  would  like  for  Chairman  Foerster 
to  begin  the  testimony  and  then  have  a  few  words  from  Commis- 
sioner Flaherty.  Then  Mayor  Masloff  has  her  testimony. 

Mr.  FoGUETTA.  You  may  do  it,  if  you  would  like,  but  she  would 
have  the  first  shot  at  it  if  she  wanted  it.  [Laughter.] 

Mr.  FoGUETTA.  Mr.  Foerster? 

Mr.  Foerster.  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  we 
have  previously  sent  down  copies  of  our  testimony,  which  we  will 
not  read,  but  I  would  like  to  briefly  comment  on  the  testimony. 

To  put  it  in  perspective,  Allegheny  County  was  the  hardest  hit 
region  in  this  country  during  the  structural  unemployment  prob- 
lem the  country  faced.  We  lost  over  70,000  factory  jobs  and  steel 
jobs.  We  didn't  sit  idly  by  doing  nothing.  Just  through  government 
instruments  we  created  through  various  authorities  and  partner- 
ships we  created  with  the  city  of  Pittsburgh,  Allegheny  County,  the 
private  sector,  people  in  organized  labor,  and  our  academic  commu- 
nity, we  have  invested  over  $3.5  billion  in  world-class  assets  in  Al- 
legheny County. 

Our  new  airport  is  indeed  a  national  tre£isure.  It  indeed  is  a 
world-class  airport. 

To  fully  utilize  the  investment,  the  Federal  Government,  the 
State  government,  and  Allegheny  County  have  in  that  airport,  we 
need  a  better  network  of  transportation  to  link  up  jobs  that  are 
being  created  in  that  airport  corridor  with  the  job  centers  that 
have  been  so  hard-hit.  This  busway  to  the  airport  and  the  exten- 
sion of  the  Martin  Luther  King  busway  will  get  people  to  where 
the  jobs  are  being  created. 

This  is  in  the  national  interest  to  put  unemployed  people  to 
work.  It  is  sin  the  national  interest  to  have  long-term  investments 
in  our  people.  It  is  in  the  national  interest  to  improve  air  quality, 
which  this  busway  will  do  by  getting  people  out  of  their  automo- 
biles and  onto  public  transportation. 

We  ask  that  you  look  at  this  project  as  a  long-term  investment  in 
people.  Our  airport  serves  four  States,  66  counties  in  West  Virgin- 
ia, Ohio,  Maryland,  and  Pennsylvania.  We  think  in  creating  that 
airport,  which  also  serves  the  Air  National  Guard,  the  711th  and 
the  151st,  that  we  are  indeed  doing  things  that  are  in  the  national 
interest.  This  is  not  a  make-work  project,  it  is  a  project  that  is 
needed  to  get  unemployed  people  to  work. 

Mr.  FoGUETTA.  That  is  one  of  the  problems  I  like  to  address  as 
the  chairman  of  the  Urban  Caucus  of  this  Congress  as  well  as  a 


446 

representative  of  inner  city  Philadelphia.  That  is  one  of  the  prob- 
lems we  face  in  some  of  the  big  cities  of  this  Nation,  especially  the 
older  cities  like  Pittsburgh  and  Philadelphia. 

We  have  a  center  core  with  high  numbers  of  unemployed  people. 
When  statistics  come  out,  they  say  that  there  is  a  general  unem- 
ployment rate  of  7  percent,  but  the  fact  is  that  in  some  outlying 
areas  it  may  be  2  percent  whereas  in  the  core  areas  it  may  be  25, 
30,  or  40  percent.  One  thing  we  have  to  do  is  to  get  people  to  where 
the  jobs  are. 

You  are  doing  it  in  your  city  by  bus.  We  have  a  rail  transporta- 
tion system  where  we  are  going  to  try  to  do  the  same  thing  in 
Philadelphia. 

Mr.  FoERSTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  been  starved  for  the  last 
12  years  in  our  urban  centers.  The  Federal  Government  has  stood 
idly  by  for  the  last  12  years,  and  we  are  desperately  in  need  of 
help. 

We  need  to  get  the  unemployed  to  the  jobs  at  the  airport. 

Mr.  Flaherty? 

Mr.  Flaherty.  Good  morning,  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the 
subcommittee. 

I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  come  here  this  morning.  As  my 
colleague  just  stated,  we  have  submitted  a  joint  statement  and  I 
just  wanted  to  mention  a  few  of  the  highlights  that  are  in  it. 

This  is  not  some  exotic  transit  system  that  we  discussing  that  in- 
volves high  technology.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  it  makes  use  of  existing 
abandoned  railroad  rights-of-way  that  pass  through  and  around  the 
city  of  Pittsburgh  and  Allegheny  County. 

You  can  see  this  picture  on  the  right  which  shows  the  existing 
busway  that  spills  along  the  main  line  of  the  Pennsylvania  railroad 
tracks.  The  busways  go  east  and  west.  The  railroad  tracks  are  still 
very  valuable.  Of  course,  that  is  the  main  line  coming  from  New 
York  to  Philadelphia  on  the  way  to  Chicago. 

It  has  worked  very  well  in  moving  people  at  a  much  faster  pace, 
especially  during  peak  hours  when  traffic  is  bumper  to  bumper. 
The  buses  are  moving  at  relatively  good  speeds. 

There  is  also  minimum  relocation  involved  when  you  use  aban- 
doned railroad  rights-of-way.  We  don't  have  that  problem,  which 
many  urban  areas  do.  We  have  had  it  ourselves  when  we  built 
highways,  of  course.  In  this  case,  there  was  a  very  minimum 
amount  of  relocation  of  people  and  commercial  businesses  and  so 
forth. 

Basically,  as  you  all  know,  we  lost  our  steel  mill.  We  are  now 
looking  toward  new  development.  Most  of  our  steel  mills  were  out 
in  the  eeistern  section  of  Allegheny  County  and  many,  many  people 
still  live  there  in  those  neighborhoods  and  communities.  They  are 
now  looking  for  new  opportunities. 

The  opportunities  now  have  moved  into  the  western  sector  of  Al- 
legheny County  where  the  new  airport  has  been  one  of  the  cata- 
lysts. And  this  will  help  relieve  a  lot  of  the  congestion  around 
there.  It  will  help  to  provide  jobs  for  inner  city  people  to  get  out  to 
the  area  where  the  new  development  is  taking  place. 

We  hope  you  will  consider  it  very  favorably. 

Thank  you. 
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[The  prepared  statements  of  the  Hon.  Coyne,  Com.  Foerster,  and 
Com.  Flaherty  follow:] 


68-922    0—93 15 
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THE  HONORABLE  WILLIAM  J.  COYNE 

TESTIMONY  BEFORE 

THE  HOUSE  COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  TRANSPORTATION 

MARCH  24,  1993 


Mr.  Chairman,  Members  of  the  Subcommittee, 
I  want  to  thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to 
speak  once  again  in  support  of  continued 
federal  funding  for  expansion  of  Allegheny 
County's  Busway  System,  including  the  new 
Airport  Busway.   I  also  want  to  thank  the 
Subcommittee  for  previous  support  given 
this  project. 

I  am  pleased  to  introduce  today  a  panel 
which  will  make  clear  the  high  priority 
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given  to  Busway  expansion  linking  downtown 
Pittsburgh  with  the  new  Pittsburgh 
International  Airport.   This  project  has 
the  unified  support  of  Allegheny  County, 
surrounding  counties  in  southwest 
Pennsylvania,  the  Pennsylvania  Department 
of  Transportation  and  the  congressional 
delegation  from  southwest  Pennsylvania. 

The  opening  of  the  new  airport  has 
reinforced  our  view  that  plans  for  an 
Airport  Busway  were  right  on  target  in 
meeting  the  transportation  needs  of  the 
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region.   The  Airport  Busway  is  a  vital  part 
of  plans  to  ensure  that  the  region's 
commercial  and  business  center,  the  City  of 
Pittsburgh,  can  realize  fully  the  benefits 
of  the  new  Airport .   The  planned  closure  of 
the  Ft.  Pitt  Bridge  and  Tunnel  for 
renovation  --  which  currently  is  a  key  link 
between  downtown  Pittsburgh  and  the  Airport 
--  only  highlights  further  the  importance 
of  the  Airport  Busway  project. 

Significant  progress  has  been  made  on 
this  project  with  the  support  of  federal, 
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State  and  local  funds.   Continued  federal 
appropriations  for  the  Airport  Busway  and 
other  improvements  of  the  area's  intermodal 
transportation  network  is  vital  to  the 
continued  success  of  this  effort.   We  are 
here  today  to  seek  the  support  of  this 
Subcommittee  in  guaranteeing  that  this 
effort  continues  to  move  forward. 

I  am  pleased  to  introduced  Allegheny 
County  Commission  Chairman  Tom  Foerster, 
County  Commissioner  Peter  Flaherty,  Mayor 
Sophie  Masloff,  and  Pennsylvania  Department 
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of  Transportation  Secretary  Howard 
Yerusalim.   I  want  to  note  also  the 
presence  of  William  Millar,  Executive 
Director  of  the  Port  Authority  of  Allegheny 
County . 

Thank  you  again  for  this  opportunity  for 
this  panel  to  appear  before  the 
Subcommittee . 
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STATEMENT 

OF 

TOM  FOERSTER 

CHAIRMAN 

ALLEGHENY  COUNTY  BOARD  OF  COMMISSIONERS 


AND 


PETE  FLAHERTY 
ALLEGHENY  COUNTY  COMMISSIONER 


BEFORE  THE  TRANSPORTATION  APPROPRIATIONS 

SUBCOMMITTEE 

UNITED  STATES  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 


MARCH  24, 1993 
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GOOD  AFTERNOON  MR.  CHAIRMAN  AND  MEMBERS  OF  THE 
SUBCOMMITTEE.  WE  THANK  YOU  FOR  THIS  OPPORTUNITY  TO  TESTIFY.  I 
AM  TOM  FOERSTER.  CHAIRMAN  OF  THE  ALLEGHENY  COUNTY  BOARD  OF 
COMMISSIONERS  AND  ACCOMPANYING  ME  IS  FELLOW  ALLEGHENY 
COUNTY  COMMISSIONER  PETE  FLAHERTY.  WE  SIT  IN  THE  COMPANY  OF 
THIS  MOST  DISTINGUISHED  CONGRESSMEN  TO  EMPHASIZE  TO  YOU  THE 
REGIONAL  IMPORTANCE  OF  ALLEGHENY  COUNTY'S  BUSWAY  SYSTEM 
EXPANSION  PROGRAM. 

WE  WOULD  LIKE  TO  THANK  THE  SUBCOMMITTEE  FOR  ITS  PAST  SUPPORT 
OF  PUBLIC  TRANSPORTATION  PROGRAMS  AND,  IN  PARTICULAR.  FOR 
ALLEGHENY  COUNTY'S  BUSWAY  PROGRAM.  WTE  WANT  TO  ADD  A  SPECIAL 
ACKNOWLEDGEMENT  TO  THE  NEW  CHAIRMAN  OF  THE  SUBCOMMITTEE, 
CONGRESSMAN  BOB  CARR,  AND  THE  RANKING  MINORITY  MEMBER  OF 
THE  SUBCOMMITTEE,  CONGRESSMAN  FRANK  WOLF  AS  WELL  AS  THE 
NEW  MEMBER  FROM  PENNSYLVANIA,  CONGRESSMAN  TOM  FOGLIETTA 
FROM  PHILADELPHIA. 

THIS  PAST  YEAR  A  NEW  MIDFIELD  TERMINAL  WAS  OPENED  AT  THE 
GREATER  PITTSBURGH  INTERNATIONAL  AIRPORT.  THE  OPENING  OF  THE 
NEW  TERMINAL  IS  THE  CULMINATION  OF  YEARS  OF  PLANNING  AND 
DISCUSSION,  AND  PROMISES  TO  BE  A  MAJOR  ECONOMIC  GENERATOR  IN 
THE  REGION  FOR  YEARS  TO  COME.  INDEED,  THE  SERVICE  AREA  OF  THIS 
NEW  AND  EXPANDED  AIRPORT,  WHILE  BENEFITTING  PRIMARILY 
RESIDENTS  OF  ALLEGHENY  COUNTY  AND  ADJOINING  COUNTIES.  WILL 
ALSO  SERVE  RESIDENTS  OF  THE  ENTIRE  TRI-STATE  AREA. 
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HOWEVER.  IF  WE  ARE  TO  REALIZE  THE  FULL  ECONOMIC  POTENTIAL  OF 
THE  MIDFEELD  TERMINAL,  FURTHER  INVESTMENTS  IN  OUR  SURFACE 
TRANSPORTATION  SYSTEM  ARE  NECESSARY.  THE  SURFACE 
TRANSPORTATION  SYSTEM  IN  THE  AIRPORT  CORRIDOR  IS  INADEQUATE 
AND  INCAPABLE  OF  HANDLING  EXISTING  TRAFFIC,  LET  ALONE  TRAFFIC 
BROUGHT  ON  BY  INCREASED  ECONOMIC  ACTIVITY.  SUCH 
TRANSPORTATION  PROBLEMS  COULD  CONSTRAIN  ECONOMIC  GROWTH 
AND  WILL  RESTRICT  ACCESS  TO  THE  JOBS  IN  THE  AIRPORT  CORRIDOR. 

THE  BUSWAY  SYSTEM  EXPANSION  PROGRAM  STANDS  FIRST  AND 
FOREMOST  AMONG  STRATEGIES  TO  IMPROVE  MOBILITY  IN  THIS  VITAL 
CORRIDOR.  THE  COMBINATION  OF  THE  AIRPORT  BUSWAY  AND  THE 
EXTENSION  OF  THE  MARTIN  LUTHER  KING,  JR.  EAST  BUSWAY  WOULD 
LINK  OUR  ESTABUSHED  POPULATION  CENTERS  WITH  EMERGING  JOB 
OPPORTUNITIES. 

THE  AIRPORT  BUSWAY  WILL  ALSO  PROVIDE  A  VITAL  TRANSPORTATION 
ROUTE  FOR  TWO  DEFENSE  FACILITIES  LOCATED  ADJACENT  TO  THE 
AIRPORT,  THE  171ST  AIR  REFUELING  WING  OF  THE  PENNSYLVANIA  AIR 
NATIONAL  GUARD  AND  THE  911TH  MILITARY  AIRLIFT  GROUP  OF  THE  AIR 
FORCE  RESERVE.  THE  BUSWAY  WOULD  PROVIDE  AN  EXPRESS  ROUTE  IN 
AND  OUT  OF  THE  AIRBASES  FOR  QUICK  MOBILIZATION  OF  EQUIPMENT 
AND  MATERIALS  SHOULD  THE  NEED  ARISE. 

SIGNIFICANTLY,  THE  PHASE  I  AIRPORT  BUSWAY  WILL  INCLUDE  A  HIGH 
OCCUPANCY  VEHICLE  (HOV)  FACILITY  FROM  ROUTE  51  TO  DOWNTOWN 
PITTSBURGH  USING  THE  EXISTING  WABASH  TUNNEL.  THIS  HOV  TUNNEL 
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WOULD  SHARE  A  COMMON  BRIDGE  INTO  DOWNTOWN  PITTSBURGH  WITH 
THE  AIRPORT  BUSWAY. 

THE  AIRPORT  BUSWAY  WITH  THE  WABASH  HOV  FACIUTY  WOUtD  PUT  AN 
ALTERNATIVE  TRANSPORTATION  SYSTEM  IN  PLACE  IN  ANTICIPATION  OF 
THE  FUTURE  RECONSTRUCTION  OF  THE  FORT  PITT  BRIDGE.  IN  A  CITY 
WITH  MORE  BRIDGES  THAN  ANY  CITY  IN  THE  WORLD  SAVE  VENICE.  THE 
FORT  PITT  BRIDGE  IS  FAR  AND  AWAY  THE  BUSIEST  AND  MOST  UTILIZED, 
CARRYING  OVER  140,000  VEHICLES  PER  DAY.  UNLESS  ALTERNATE 
MEASURES  SUCH  AS  THE  AIRPORT  BUSWAY  ARE  PUT  IN  PLACE 
EXPEDITIOUSLY,  THE  CLOSING  OF  THIS  BRIDGE  FOR  RECONSTRUCTION 
IN  THE  NEXT  FOUR  YEARS  WILL  WITHOUT  QUESTION  CAUSE  "GREAT 
SOCIAL  AND  ECONOMIC  DISRUPTION  IN  OUR  REGION. 

THROUGH  THE  FY  1992  AND  FY  1993  TRANSPORTATION  APPROPRIATIONS 
BILLS  THIS  SUBCOMMITTEE  DIRECTED  FEDERAL  FUNDING  OF  $24.6 
MILLION  TO  THE  BUSWAY  SYSTEM  EXPANSION  PROGRAM.  PORT 
AUTHORITY  OF  ALLEGHENY  COUNTY  -  THE  LOCAL  TRANSIT  AGENCY  -  IS 
HARD  AT  WORK  OBTAINING  FUNDING  FROM  EVERY  POSSIBLE  SOURCE  TO 
BE  USED  IN  CONJUNCTION  WITH  FUNDING  PROVIDED  THROUGH 
CONGRESSIONAL  EARMARKS. 

INDEED,  IN  THE  SPIRIT  OF  THE  RECENTLY  ENACTED  INTERMODAL 
SURFACE  TRANSPORTATION  EFFICIENCY  ACT  OF  1991  (ISTEA)  THE 
PROJECT  IS  SHAPING  UP  AS  A  NATIONAL  MODEL  FOR  INTERAGENCY 
COOPERATION  AND  FINANCING. 
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SECTION  1108  OF  ISTEA  SPECIFICALLY  PROVIDES  $31.5  MILLION  IN  TRUST 
FUND  CONTRACT  AUTHORITY  FOR  THE  BUSWAY  SYSTEM  EXPANSION 
PROGRAM,  A  SET  PERCENTAGE  OF  WHICH  IS  TO  BE  PROVIDED  ANNUALLY 
THROUGH  1997. 

FURTHER,  ISTEA  SECTION  1069  SPECIFICALLY  AUTHORIZES  $39.5  MILLION 
FOR  THIS  PROJECT,  FUNDS  WHICH  REQUIRE  APPROPRIATION. 

FINALLY.  PORT  AUTHORITY  OF  ALLEGHENY  COUNTY  HAS  HAD 
EXTENSIVE  DISCUSSIONS  WITH  THE  PENNSYLVANIA  DEPARTMENT  OF 
TRANSPORTATION  REGARDING  USE  OF  "FLEXIBLE"  FUNDS  FOR  THIS 
PROJECT.  SUCH  DISCUSSIONS  REFLECT  THE  STRONG  LOCAL  ANd'  STATE 
SUPPORT  FOR  THE  BUSWAY  SYSTEM  EXPANSION  PROGRAM. 

IN  THE  FISCAL  YEAR  1994  TRANSPORTATION  APPROPRIATIONS  BILL  IT  IS 
IMPERATIVE  THAT  WE  RECEIVE  A  CONGRESSIONAL  EARMARK  OF  $56.5 
MILLION.  SUCH  FUNDS  WOULD  BE  USED  TO  MOVE  THE  PROJECT 
FORWARD  ON  AN  ACCELERATED  BASIS. 

IN  CONCLUSION,  WE  IN  ALLEGHENY  COUNTY  AKE  EXTREMELY  PROUD 
OF  OUR  STATUS  AS  "BUSWAY  PIONEERS",  AND  LOOK  FORWARD  TO 
TAKING  THIS  HIGHLY  SUCCESSFUL  TECHNOLOGY  INTO  THE  NEXT 
CENTURY.  THE  SUBCOMMITTEE'S  APPROVAL  OF  OUR  REQUEST  FOR  $56.5 
MILLION  IN  THE  FISCAL  YEAR  1994  APPROPRIATIONS  BILL  WILL  HELP  US 
EXTEND  THIS  SYSTEM  INTO  PARTS  OF  THE  COUNTY  WHERE  MOBILITY 
AND  ECONOMIC  DEVELOPMENT  NEEDS  ARE  PARAMOUNT. 


-4- 


458 


Mr.  Flaherty.  At  this  time,  I  would  like  to  introduce  our  mayor 
of  the  city  of  Pittsburgh,  Ms.  Sophie  Masloff. 

Mayor  Masloff.  Thank  you. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  for  those  kind  remarks.  I,  too,  re- 
member that  trip  to  Jerusalem.  I  won't  tell  if  you  don't.  [Laughter.] 

Mayor  Masloff.  Mr.  Chairman  and  subcommittee  members,  I 
thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  appear  today  and  thank  you  for 
your  outstanding  assistance  to  us  in  the  past.  It  has  greatly  aided 
the  transition  to  the  modem  economy  we  enjoy  in  Pittsburgh 
today. 

But  we  look  forward  to  continuing  to  work  with  you,  our  own 
Bill  Coyne,  and  President  Clinton  for  progress  in  the  future. 

I  want  to  make  four  basic  points.  First,  the  city  of  Pittsburgh 
fully  supports  the  request  for  the  Allegheny  County  Port  Authority 
for  additional  funding  for  its  Allegheny  Airport  busway  project. 
This  will  make  our  new  airport,  with  a  revitalized  downtown  Pitts- 
burgh, the  region's  job  center  and  will  play  an  important  role  in 
our  future  mobility. 

Second,  in  Pittsburgh,  we  understand  that  for  the  city  to  work 
well  in  the  future,  all  of  its  parts  must  work  together  well.  For  the 
past  several  years,  we  have  been  working  very  hard  to  plan  for 
combining  light  rail  transit,  bus  loading  areas,  bikeways,  HOV 
lanes,  and  parking  facilities  into  intermodal  transportation  centers. 
We  are  very  excited  about  this  concept  and  to  date  we  have  invest- 
ed about  $4  million  of  city  funds  in  development  of  these  ITCs. 

Third,  we  have  currently  two  ITCs  in  various  stages  of  develop- 
ment. Both  are  ready  to  go  right  now.  First,  the  Golden  Triangle  I- 
376  ITC  will  link  a  new  transit  station  along  the  city's  existing 
light  rail  transit,  a  new  HOV  facility  incorporated  into  existing  I- 
376,  a  bikeway,  and  a  bus  passenger  facility  with  a  major  new 
parking  facility.  This  will  address  congestion  in  the  region  where  it 
is  most  severe. 

The  North  Side  1-279  ITC  will  link  a  major  new  garage  facility  to 
an  existing  HOV  lane,  park-and-ride,  improving  greatly  the  effi- 
ciency of  the  interstate. 

Fourth,  we  are  working  hard  to  bring  these  projects  to  reality. 
But  given  the  backlc^  of  projects  facing  PennDOT,  it  could  be  5  to 
10  years  before  substantial  progress  on  these  projects  could  be 
made  in  the  absence  of  new  assistance. 

Because  we  feel  so  strongly  that  this  is  an  important  demonstra- 
tion of  intermodalism,  we  request  your  assistance  in  providing  $4.5 
million  in  fiscal  year  1994  funding  for  these  ITC  projects.  With  this 
funding,  we  will  be  able  to  undertake  the  purchase  of  the  remain- 
ing property  needed  and  initiate  engineering  and  design. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members,  thank  you  again  for  the  opportuni- 
ty to  appear  before  you. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mayor  Maslofi*  follows:] 
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Testimony  to  the  Transportation  Subcommittee 

of  the 

Appropriations  Committee  of  the 

U.S.  House  of  Representatives 

iuiarch  24, 1993 

Sophie  luiasloff ,  luiayor 
City  of  Pittsburgh 

Mr.  Chairman,  and  Subcommittee  members,  thank  you  for 

the  opportunity  to  appear  today  and  thank  you  for  your 

outstanding  assistance  to  us  in  the  past,  which  has  greatly  aided 

the  transition  to  the  modern  economy  we  enjoy  today  in 

Pittsburgh,  we  look  forward  to  continuing  to  work  with  you,  our 

own  Bill  Coyne,  and  President  Clinton  for  progress  in  the  future. 

I  wish  to  make  four  basic  points  today: 

First,  the  City  of  Pittsburgh  fully  supports  the  request  of  the 
Allegheny  county  Port  Authority  for  additional  funding  for  its 
Airport  Busway  project.  This  will  link  our  new  airport  with  our 
revitalized  downtown  Pittsburgh,  the  region's  job  center,  and  will 
play  an  important  role  in  our  future  mobility. 

Secondly,  in  Pittsburgh,  we  understand  that  for  the  city  to 
work  well  in  the  future,  all  of  its  parts  have  to  work  together 
well,  too.  For  the  past  several  years,  we  have  been  working  very 
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hard  to  plan  for  combining  ligiit  rail  transit,  bus  loading  areas, 
bikeways,  HOV  lanes,  and  parking  facilities  into  intermodal 
Transportation  Centers,  or  iTCs.  we  are  very  excited  about  this 
concept.  TO  date,  we  have  invested  about  $4.0  million  of  city 
funds  in  development  of  these  iTCs. 

Third,  we  currently  have  two  ITCs  in  various  stages  of 
development.  Both  are  ready  to  go  now: 

The  first,  the  Golden  Triangle  1-376  ITC  will  link  a 
new  transit  station  along  the  City's  existing  light 
rail  transit,  a  new  HOV  facility  incorporated  into 
existing  interstate  376,  a  bikeway  and  a  bus 
passenger  facility  with  a  major  new  parking 
facility.  This  will  address  congestion  in  the  region 
where  it  is  most  severe,  the  Parkway  East. 

The  second,  the  North  Side  1-279  iTC  will  link  a 
major  new  garage  facility  to  an  existing  HOV  lane 
and  park  and  ride  lot  on  interstate  279,  improving 
greatly  the  efficiency  of  the  interstate. 
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Fourth,  we  are  working  hard  to  bring  these  projects  to 
reality.  But  given  the  backlog  of  projects  facing  PennDOT,  it 
could  be  5  to  10  years  before  substantial  progress  on  these 
projects  could  be  made  in  the  absence  of  new  assistance. 
Because  we  feel  so  strongly  that  this  is  an  important 
demonstration  of  intermodalism,  we  request  your  assistance  in 
providing  $4.5  million  in  fiscal  year  1994  funding  for  these  ITC 
projects.  With  this  funding  we  will  be  able  to  undertake  the 
purchase  of  the  remaining  property  needed  and  initiate 
engineering  and  design. 

Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you  again  for  the  opportunity  to  appear 
before  you  today. 
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City  of  Pittsburgh's 

DOWNTOWN 
INTERMODAL  TRANSPORTATION  CENTERS 


Sophie  Masloff,  Mayor 
March  1993 
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Intermodal  Transportation  Centers 

Department  of  City  Planning 

City  of  Pittsburgh 


A.   What  are  rrC's 


1)  Centers  where  Highway /Transit/High  Occupancy  Vehicle 
(HOV)/Parking/Biking/Walking  Facilities  intersect. 

2)  Large  garages  for  long-term  parkers  which  contain: 

•  terminus  for  HOV  lanes  on  interstate 
highways  to  maximize  vehicle  occupancy. 

•  transit  stops  and  transfer  facilities,  to  maximize 
transit  usage. 

•  bike/walkways,  to  minimize  motor  vehicle  usage. 

3)  Transportation  facilities  strategically  located  on  the  fringe  of  major 
employment  areas,  to  minimize  congestion  and  air  quality  impacts 
in  the  downtown. 

4)  The  model  is  similar  to  the  1-394  Transportation  System 
Management  Plan  for  Minneapolis,  Minnesota. 


B.   Why  does  Pittsburgh  need  ITC's 


1)  To    reinforce    the    Central    Business    District    as    the    major 
employment  center  in  the  region. 

•  compete  with  the  suburban  attraction  by  providing 
transit  and  lower  cost  parking  for  HOV's. 

•  protect  and  enhance  past  infrastructure  investment 

•  two  interstate  highways  meet  in  CBD 

•  two  existing  exclusive  busways,  one  HOV 
and  light  rail  transit  system 

lead  to  CBD. 

2)  To  support  economic  development 

•  new  busway  &  planned  HOV  lead  to  CBD. 

•  20M  square  feet  of  new  office  development  can  be 
supported  in  CBD  on  assembled  sites. 

3)  To  improve  air  quality 

•  monitoring  demonstrates  Downtown  does  not 
currently  have  an  air  quality  problem. 

•  studies  show  that  a  modest  increase  in  traffic 
from  only  1700  new  parking  spaces  within  the 
core  of  the  downtown  could  create  a  problem. 

•  narrow  streets  with  few  travel  lanes 
have  little  excess  capacity. 
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•  relatively  few  vacant  parking  spaces 
currently  within  inner  triangle  cause 
long  queues. 

•  by  keeping  new  parking  on  fringes,  with 
immediate  highway  and  HOV  access,  mobile 
source  pollution  is  reduced. 

C.  What's  the  City's  strategy 

1)  Long  Term 

•  build  ITC's  on  the  interstate 

highway  approaches  to  downtown  (1-376  and  1-279). 

•  build  9,000  parking  spaces  over  15  years,  which 
will  support  24,000  new  jobs. 

2)  Immediate 

•  begin  construction  as  soon  as  possible  on  two  ITC's- 
Golden  Triangle/1-376  and  North  Side/1-279  on  the 
edge  of  the  Central  Business  District. 

D.  Why  do  we  think  this  strategy  will  succeed 

1 )        Downtown  is  efficient 

•  1/3  of  all  region's  jobs  are  in  the  City. 

•  140,000  +  workers  on  400  acres  in  the  CBD. 

•  one  building  (USX  Tower)  has  as  many  workers 
(10,000)  as  entire  airport  area  (32,000  acres). 

•  service  200,000  workers,  shoppers  and  business 
visitors  on  a  daily  basis  with  only  42,000  parking 
spaces  (90%  +  occupancy). 

•  walkable,  less  than  15  minute  walk  from  one  corner 
of  Golden  Triangle  to  another. 

•  many  business  to  business  trips  in  elevators  and 
on  sidewalks-few  auto  "cold  starts",  thus 
minimizing  pollution. 

•  Downtown  parking  spaces  are  used  16  hrs/day 
by  workers  and  attendees  at  cultural  and  sports 
events  (Symphony,  Opera,  Pirates/Steelers),  etc. 

•  Downtown  jobs  require  1/3  of  the  autos  required 
by  suburban  jobs. 

•  For  10,000  new  employees  downtown,  expect: 

4,950   new  transit  riders  (5500  x  .9) 
2,700    new  parking  spaces  (4,500  x  .9/1.5) 


E.   Status 
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Oth»rwi$d,  tho$d  jobs  will  locate  In  th»  suburbs, 
and  axpaot: 

0  new  transit  riders 
7,500  new  parldng  spaces  (10,000  x  .9/1 .2). 

2)  Past  transit  improvements  have  achieved  certain  efficiencies 

•  55%  of  CBD  workers  use  mass  transit. 

e   carpooling  Is  widespread  (1.5  persons/vehicle 
Is  the  norm.) 

•  only  1/3  of  CBD  workers  drive  alone. 

3)  ITC's  are  ISTEA  friendly. 


1 )  Golden  Trlangle/l-376  ITC 

e    city  has  purchased  property. 

•  PaDOT  has  prepared  conceptual  design  for 
highway  Improvements. 

•  Port  Authority  has  prepared  conceptual  engineering  and 
architectural  design  for  ITC  LRT  Station. 

•  City  has  prepared  historlc/arohaeologlcal 
and  traffic  studies  and  Is  prepared  to  finalize 
Environmental  Assessment. 

•  City  conducted  financial  feasibility  analysis 
demonstrating  a  local  capacity  to  finance  $1 1.95IVI 
of  the  $52.4IVI  total  garage  construction  costs 
through  Its  public  parking  bonding  authority. 

2)  North  Side/1-279  ITC 

e   City  has  prepared  conceptual  design, 
e   City  has  demonstrated  direct  tie  to  existing 
HOV  lanes. 

•  City  has  prepared  financial  spreadsheet. 

e   Port  Authority  has  completed  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  for  a  project  that  would  connect  the 
ITC  to  the  Golden  Triangle  by  extension  of  existing  LRT. 

3)  Programming 

•  Both  ITC's  are  on  the  region's  approved  Transportation 
Improvement  Progrem  (TIP) 

•  Both  ITC's  rated  as  the  #1  and  #2  priorities  for  this 
region's  CMAQ  funds  by  the  State,  regional  planning 
commission  and  local  counties. 
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'TRANSPORTATION  >— 
SYSTEM  MANAGEMENT 
PLAN  FOR 

1-394 

MAY,  1988 
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EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 


OVERVIEW 

Eleven  miles  of  Express  Lanes  reserved  for  buses,  vanpools  and 
carpools  with  tvw)  or  more  persons  w\\\  be  the  cornerstone  of  ttie 
1-394  Transportation  System.  1-394,  which  will  be  a  six  lane  freeway 
built  along  existing  Trunk  Highway  (TH  |  12  between  TH  101  in 
Wayzata  and  downtown  Minneapolis,  is  scfieduled  for  completion 
in  late  1990 

Fast  of  T.H  100.  tfie  two  inside  lanes  of  1-394  will  be  reserved  for 
High  Occupancy  Vehicles  (HOVs)  at  all  tmes  These  lanes  will  be 
physically  separated  from  tlie  mixed  traffic  lanes  and  will  l>e  revers- 
ible, running  easttxxind  in  the  morning  and  westbound  in  ttie  after- 
noon 

Between  TH  101  and  TH  100.  the  two  inside  lanes  will  not  be 
physically  separated  from  the  mixed  traffic  lanes  txjt  will  be  martted 
with  a  diamond  symbol  These  "diamond"  lanes  will  be  reserved  tor 
HOVs  during  the  morning  and  aflemoon  peak  penods.  One  lane  will 
run  eastbound  and  one  will  run  westbound. 


WORK       1 

1 

1  —  ■               •  1  .-- . 
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V. 


POLICIES 

The  following  policies  have  been  adopted  by  the  1-394  Policy 
Committee  and  endorsed  by  the  Metropolitan  Council.  Regional 
Transit  Board,  Transportation  Advisory  Board,  and  Metropolitan 
Transit  Commission. 

•  THE  MOVEMENT  OF  PEOPLE  WILL  BE  GIVEN  PRIORITY 
OVER  THE  MOVEMENT  OF  VEHICLES  ON  1-394 

•  ACTIONS  W\iX  BE  TAKEN  WHICH  WILL  ENCOURAGE  OPTI- 
MUM USE  OF  THE  1-394  HOV  EXPRESS  LANES 

•  TRAFFIC  WILL  BE  MANAGED  ON  1-394  TO  MAINTAIN  AN 
OPTIMUM  BALANCE  AMONG  THE  HOV  EXPRESS  LANES, 
THE  MIXED  TRAFFIC  LANES  AND  THE  TRAFFIC  BACKUP 
ON  LOCAL  ACCESS  STREETS 

•  THE  DESIGN  OF  1-394  WILL  BE  FLEXIBLE  ENOUGH  TO 
IMPLEMENT  ALTERNATIVE  OPERATIONAL  STRATEGIES 
AFTER  THE  START-UP  PERIOD  IF  THE  OPERATIONAL  OR 
SAFETY  OBJECTIVES  OF  1-394  ARE  NOT  MET 

•  REASONABLETRAFFICFLOWWILL  BE  MAINTAINED  ALONG 
TH  12  DURING  CONSTRUCTION. 

•  THE  THIRD  AVENUE  DISTRIBUTOR  GARAGES  WILL  BE 
DESIGNED.  FUNDED  AND  OPERATED  AS  AN  INTEGRAL 
PAFTT  OF  1-394 

•  PEDESTRIAN  FACILITIES  WILL  BE  PROVIDED  WHERE 
NEEDED  TO  SUPPORT  HOV  FACILITIES  ALONG  THE  1-394 
CORRIDOR. 

•  PUBUC  SUPPORT  FOR  THE  1-394  HOV  LANE/PARKING 
GARAGE/TRANSPORTATION  SYSTEM  MANAGEMENT  CON- 
CEPT VlflLL  BE  ACTIVELY  SOUGHT 

•  A  COORDINATED  MEANS  OF  OPERATING  AND  EVALUAT- 
ING THE  1-394  TRANSPORTATION  SYSTEM  WILL  BE 
DEVELOPED. 

•  ACTIONS  WILL  BE  TAKEN  BY  THE  IMPLEMENTING  AGEN- 
CIES TO  ASSURE  THE  AVAILABILITY  OF  FUNDS  TO  SUP- 
PORT THE  SUCCESSFUL  IMPLEMENTATION  OF  HOV 
STtWTEGIES. 
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FALL  1992 


TRIANGLE  COMMUTER  NEWS 


I^A  Publication  of  the  Southwestern  Pennsylvania  Regional  Planning  Commission 
Ridesharing?  Call  471-POOL 


City  Explores  Major  New  Parking  Facilities 


Two  large-scale  garages  which 
would  directly  link  Parkway  com- 
muters to  parking,  public  transit,  and 
walkways  into  the  Golden  Triangle,  are 
among  Pittsburgh's  top  priorities  for 
funding  under  key  provisions  of  ISTEA, 
the  1991  federal  surface  transportation 
act,  according  to  city  planning  director 
Jane  Downing.  The  largest  of  the  two 
facilities,  referred  to  as  Intermodal  Trans- 
portation Centers,  or  ITCs,  would  be 
located  on  the  site  of  the  former  CSX 
railroad  station,  bordering  the  Parkway 
East.  A  similar  project  would  be  located 
on  the  North  Side,  adjacent  to  the  Park- 
way North. 

Several  key  design  features  set  ITCs 
apart  from  traditional  parking  garages 
One  is  their  size.  While  most  public 
parking  garages  hold  500-800  cars,  the 


proposed  CSX  facility  could  accommo- 
date as  many  as  3,000  in  its  final  phase. 
Direct  access  into  the  garages  from  high- 
way HOV  lanes  is  also  a  distinguishing 
feature.  Entry  ramps  dedicated  to  high 


Intermodal 

Transportation 

Center 

A  massive  new 
parking  and  transfer 
facility,  whicli  would  tie 
into  tt\e  Parkway  East 
and  PAT'S  T-line  as 
well  as  local  streets, 
tias  tieen  proposed  for 
the  former  CSX 
railroad  site. 


occupancy  vehicles  would  facilitate 
preferential  parking  rates  for  HOV  cars 
and  vans.  Integral  transit  stops,  includ- 
ing a  subway  station  along  PAT's  T- 
line  between  Steel  Plaza  and  the  Piin- 
handie  LRT  Bridge,  would  speed  com- 
muters to  their  final  destinations.  And 
a  parking  advisory  system  would  alert 
short-term  parkers  to  available  spaces 
downtowm  while  directing  full-day 
parkers  to  spaces  within  the  ITC. 

Money  authorized  by  ISTEA  encour- 
ages projects  that  emphasize  HOV  strat- 
egies, congesHon  reduction,  reduced 
exhaust  emissions,  and  intermodal 
trar\sfers.  Congestion  relief  provided 
by  the  fringe  locahons  of  the  ITCs  would 
be  most  evident  inside  the  Golden  Tri- 
angle, according  to  Ms.  Downing.  Cars 
that  would  otherwise  have  to  wait  in 
line  for  access  to  downtovim  garages 
will  no  longer  need  to  tie  up  busy  streets. 

If  approved,  the  federal  government 
would  underwrite  80  percent  of  the  the 
project's  estimated  $70  milhon  cost 
Barring  unforeseen  problems  and  de- 
lays, phase  one  of  the  North  Side  facil- 
ity could  begin  operation  by  1994  and 
construction  of  the  CSX  center  could 
begin  as  soon  as  early  1994,  Ms.  Dowel- 
ing said. 
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CITY  OF  PITTSBURGH 

INTERMODAL  TRANSPORTATION  CENTERS 

ISTEA  FUNDING  REQUEST 


TOTAL 

TOTAL 

ISTEA 

SPACES 

COSTS 

FUNDS 

NORTH  SIDE  1-279  ITC 

Phase  1  -  Lot  /  Bus  Station                550 

ROW  Purchase 

$3.10M 

$  2.48M 

Surface  Lot  /  Station  Engineering 

$  .42M 

$  .34M 

GOLDEN  TRIANGLE  1-376  ITC 

Phase  1  -  Garage  /  Bus  Facility       1 ,350 

Engineering 

$2.1M 

$  1 .68M 

TOTAL 

$  5.62M 

$  4.50M 
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Mr.  FoGLiETTA.  Thank  you,  Madam  Mayor. 

Secretary  Yerusalim,  do  you  have  a  statement  you  wish  to  make? 

Secretary  Yerusalim.  Yes,  I  do.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Chairman  smd  members  of  the  subcommittee,  it  is  a  pleasure 
to  be  here. 

First,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  quote  you  quite  often  because  I  Chair  sev- 
eral committees.  Last  year,  you  said  that  your  interest  would  be  in- 
versely proportional  to  the  amount  of  time  that  we  took.  [Laugh- 
ter.] 

Secretary  Yerusalim.  So  my  presentation  will  be  short  and  I  will 
not  read  it.  I  believe  you  have  a  copy  of  it. 

Mr.  Carr.  The  meter  is  running  down.  [Laughter.] 

Secretary  Yerusalim.  This  project  is  a  prime  example  of  a  part- 
nership between  the  Port  Authority  Transit,  Allegheny  County,  the 
city  of  Pittsburgh,  the  Federal  Transit  Administration,  the  Federal 
Highway  Administration,  and  the  Commonwealth  of  Pennsylvania. 

Our  share  of  phase  I  of  this  partnership  includes  $55  million  in 
flexible  funding  and  $70  million  in  general  Commonwealth  of 
Pennsylvania  bond  funds.  We  think  that  the  project  has  long-term 
benefits  to  the  entire  region,  but  there  is  even  a  more  important 
reason  for  this  project  to  be  expedited,  and  we  seek  your  help 
today. 

If  you  will  look  at  the  map,  the  busway  is  shown  in  red.  That  is 
phase  I  that  goes  from  Carnegie  to  downtown  Pittsburgh  through  a 
Wabash  tunnel,  then  a  bridge  that  will  cross  the  river. 

It  is  important  that  that  project  be  completed  as  quickly  as  possi- 
ble because  this  bridge  here  carries  144,000  vehicles  per  day.  That 
bridge  needs  major  rehabilitation  and  we  are  doing  everything  we 
can  to  keep  it  patched  together  so  that  we  will  not  have  to  rehabili- 
tate it  until  EdFter  phase  I  of  the  busway  and  the  HOV  Wabash 
tunnel  and  the  bridge  is  completed  because  when  we  do  that  reha- 
bilitation we  will  have  to  close  the  bridge  for  5  months  one  year  in 
one  direction  and  for  5  months  the  other  year  in  the  other  direc- 
tion. It  is  a  two-level  bridge. 

That  means  that  if  there  are  72,000  vehicles  that  will  have  to 
find  other  ways  to  get  to  Pittsburgh.  The  busway,  HOV  facility, 
and  hopefully  the  use  of  the  busway  as  an  HOV  facility  during  the 
reconstruction  of  that  bridge  are  key  to  the  congestion  mitigation 
strategy  for  the  city  of  Pittsburgh. 

I  have  been  very  concerned  since  the  billion  dollar  airport  was 
planned  that  we  have  to  find  a  way  to  provide  better  transporta- 
tion between  the  airport  and  the  city  of  Pittsburgh.  I  think  this 
project  will  go  a  long  way  toward  that. 

Thank  you  very  much. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Secretary  Yerusalim  follows:] 
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Chairman  Carr,  Congressman  Foglietta  and  distinguished 
members  of  the  Subcommittee,  I  am  Howard  Yerusalim, 
Secretary  of  Transportation  for  the  Commonwealth  of 
Pennsylvania.   It  is  a  pleasure  to  appear  before  you  today. 
In  Pennsylvania,  we  are  grateful  for  the  past  support  of 
this  Subcommittee  in  funding  our  transportation  system  and 
anticipate  your  continued  encouragement  and  help  in  the 
future . 

Today,  as  I  did  last  year,  I  am  joining  with  my 
colleagues  from  Western  Pennsylvania  to  speak  in  support  of 
the  Airport  Busway/Wabash  High  Occupancy  Vehicle  (HOV) 
project.   This  project  is  of  vital  importance  for  access  to 
Pittsburgh's  Central  Business  District,  known  as  the  Golden 
Triangle,  from  the  recently-opened  $1  billion 
terminal /expressway  at  the  Pittsburgh  International 
Airport.   It  will  also  help  to  alleviate  traffic  congestion 
in  the  rapidly  growing  Parkway  West  Airport  Corridor. 

The  Airport  Busway/Wabash  HOV  project  is  a  true 
intermodal  project --it  provides  connections  among  several 
modes,  it  serves  transit  and  other  high  occupancy  vehicles, 
and  it  builds  on  the  past  success  of  dedicated  busways  in 
Pittsburgh  which  link  key  points  in  the  transportation 
network.   The  project  is  proposed  to  be  implemented  in  three 
stages:   Phase  1  from  downtown  Pittsburgh  to  Carnegie;  Phase 
2  from  Carnegie  to  the  Southern  Expressway  via  the  Parkway; 


-1- 
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and,  Phase  3  to  the  Airport  along  the  Southern  Expressway 
median.   Park-and-ride  facilities  are  an  important  element 
of  the  project. 

The  Airport  Busway/Wabash  HOV  project  has  become 
increasingly  important  due  to  the  need  to  rehabilitate  the 
Fort  Pitt  Bridge  and  Tunnels.   The  Fort  Pitt  Bridge  serves 
an  average  of  143,800  vehicles  each  day.   Once  the 
rehabilitation  work  begins,  traffic  will  be  seriously 
disrupted;   and  the  alternate  routes  into  the  City  of 
Pittsburgh  will  experience  a  significant  increase  in  traffic 
flow.   The  Airport  Busway/Wabash  HOV  Phase  1  will  provide  a 
practical  alternative  to  commuters  and  other  travelers 
during  the  two-year  Fort  Pitt  rehabilitation  project.   As 
stated  to  this  Subcommittee  previously,  I  will  postpone 
rehabilitation  of  the  Fort  Pitt  Bridge  and  Tunnels  as  long 
as  safely  possible  to  allow  time  for  construction  of  Phase  1 
of  the  Airport  Busway/Wabash  HOV  project  from  downtown 
Pittsburgh  to  Carnegie. 

The  Pennsylvania  Department  of  Transportation  is 
working  with  the  Federal  Highway  Administration,  the  Federal 
Transit  Administration,  the  Port  Authority  of  Allegheny 
County,  Southwestern  Pennsylvania  Regional  Planning 
Commission,  affected  local  municipalities,  and  others  to 
advance  the  Airport  Busway/Wabash  HOV  project  to 
construction.   This  cooperative  venture  on  a  major 
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intermodal  project  is  a  prime  example  of  putting  the  intent 
and  spirit  of  the  Intermodal  Surface  Transportation 
Efficiency  Act  to  work. 

Since  I  spoke  to  this  Subcommittee  last  year,  the  Port 
Authority's  study  of  Phase  1  has  been  completed.   An 
Alternatives  Analysis/Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
was  released  and  public  hearings  were  held.   Requests  for 
Proposals  were  issued  in  early  February  to  hire  consultants 
to  prepare  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  and  to 
perform  General  Architectural  and  Engineering  Consultant 
services,  consisting  of  preliminary  engineering,  final 
design  and  construction  management.   It  is  expected  that 
both  consultants  will  begin  work  in  May  1993 .  We  are  anxious 
to  begin  work  on  the  construction  of  this  project  in  1994. 

One  of  the  critical  elements  of  the  Airport 
Busway/Wabash  HOV  facility  project  is  financing.   A 
comprehensive  financial  plan  has  been  under  development.   It 
includes  elements  of  federal,  state  and  local  resources 
totaling  $250  million  .   In  order  to  make  the  plan  work,  we 


On  the  state  side,  the  financial  plan  includes  $70 
million  in  state  general  funds  and  up  to  $55  million  in 
flexible  federal  funds  authorized  under  the  Intermodal 
Surface  Transportation  Efficiency  Act  (ISTEA) .   On  the  local 
end,  elements  of  the  financial  plan  include  earmarked  funds 
in  ISTEA  and  past  appropriations  acts  as  well  as  expected 
allocation  in  the  FY  1994  and  FY  1995  appropriations  bills. 
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need  the  support  of  this  Subcommittee.   I  urge  you  to  give 
favorable  consideration  to  the  $56.5  million  federal  funding 
request  presented  today  for  this  critical  project. 

The  cooperation  of  all  parties  involved  in  this  project 
will  make  it  an  unqualified  success  and  a  demonstration  of 
how  intermodal  projects  such  as  this  can  and  will  reduce 
congestion  and  air  pollution  and  improve  mobility  for  the 
people  of  this  country. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  testify  today. 
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Mr.  FoGUETTA.  I  thank  you,  sir. 

Mr.  Wolf? 

Mr.  Wolf.  Thank  you. 

I  welcome  you  all  to  the  committee.  I  went  to  Penn  State  and 
graduated  in  1961.  Mr.  Foglietta  and  I  come  from  the  same  neigh- 
borhood. 

I  wanted  to  ask  you  a  couple  of  questions.  Is  it  HOV-2  or  HOV- 
3? 

Secretary  Yerusaum.  We  expect  that  to  be  HOV-3.  That  has 
been  very  controversial  in  the  Pittsburgh  area  on  the  interstate  fa- 
cility that  has  an  HOV.  We  have  tried  two  people  in  the  HOV  for  a 
pilot  project  now. 

Mr.  Wolf.  HOV-2  generally  works  better.  We  have  an  HOV-4 
here  and  it  has  not  worked.  We  dropped  it  to  HOV-3.  I  think  it  is 
something  that  you  should  look  at  very  carefully.  Once  you  imple- 
ment it,  you  can  never  go  back,  but  if  you  put  in  HOV-3  and  this 
lane  is  empty,  you  will  have  a  problem. 

What  will  be  the  hours,  and  will  it  be  a  reversible  lane? 

Secretary  Yerusaum.  It  will  be  a  reversible  lane  with  the 
Wabash  Tunnel  and  the  bridge  because  it  will  be  inbound  in  the 
morning  and  outbound  in  the  evening,  and  it  will  tie  to  the  recon- 
struction of  the  other  bridge  in  that  it  will  be  in  the  direction  it  is 
closed. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Will  there  be  a  separation  from  the  other  lanes,  or 
will  it  be  a  diamond  lane? 

Secretary  Yerusaum.  The  way  this  will  work  is  that  the  busway 
is  an  exclusive  facility.  The  Wabash  Tunnel  and  the  new  bridge  are 
also  exclusive  facility.  So  they  will  only  be  buses  and  HOVs. 

Mr.  Wolf.  How  much  total  are  you  requesting? 

Mr.  FoERSTER.  This  year,  $56.5  million. 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  saw  one  with  $4.5  million. 

Mr.  Millar.  For  the  airport  busway,  Wabash  HOV,  our  request 
this  year  is  $56.5  million.  We  are  suggesting  that  it  would  be  the 
fulfillment  of  a  $39.5  million  authorization  that  was  included  in 
1069  of  the  ISTEA  legislation,  plus  a  $17  million  earmark  of  the 
new  start  section  3  is  our  suggestion,  but  we  will  take  it  any  way  it 
is  offered. 

Mr.  Wolf.  What  will  the  total  Federal,  State,  and  local  be  when 
you  combine  them? 

Mr.  Millar.  For  this  project,  we  are  anticipating  an  80  percent 
Federal  share  and  a  20  percent  non-Federal  share. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Is  the  20  percent  non-Federal  share  all  in  dollars? 

Mr.  Millar.  Yes,  sir. 

Secretary  Yerusaum.  Mr.  Wolf,  may  I  add  that  the  match  at 
this  point  in  time  is  $70  million  from  the  Commonwealth  of  Penn- 
sylvania. I  believe  that  that  is  a  little  more  than  20  percent. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Does  Congressman  Santorum  support  this? 

Secretary  Yerusaum.  Yes. 

Mr.  Millar.  I  believe  he  is  going  to  be  submitting  testimony.  I 
spoke  with  one  of  his  aids  this  morning  and  he  was  unable  to  be 
with  us  today.  He  was  with  us  Isist  year  when  we  testified. 

Mr.  Wolf.  He  spoke  to  me  about  a  busway. 

Mr.  Millar.  This  would  be  the  one  he  spoke  about,  sir. 
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Mr.  Carr.  In  your  mix  of  financing,  are  you  planning  on  taking 
any  section  9  and  calling  to  local  match? 

Mr.  Millar.  We  will  not  be  using  section  9  for  the  engineering  or 
construction  portions  of  this  project.  We  did  use  section  9  money 
for  the  alternatives  analysis  and  some  of  the  system  level  planning 
activity.  Our  section  9  money  in  Pittsburgh  is  fully  programmed 
for  routine  bus  replacement  and  projects  of  that  sort. 

Mr.  Carr.  What  is  the  projected  ridership? 

Mr.  Millar.  The  projected  ridership  for  the  full  facility,  includ- 
ing the  people  on  the  buses  and  the  people  in  the  HOV  lanes,  is 
59,000  persons  per  day  in  the  year  2005. 

Mr.  Carr.  How  are  those  projections  arrived  at? 

Mr.  Millar.  Those  are  arrived  at  using  the  federally  mandated 
planning  models.  We  used  the  Federal  Transit  Administration  and 
Federal  Highway  Administration  prescribed  procedures  in  that 
regard  since  we  are  using  both  PTA  and  FHwA  funds  for  the 
project. 

Mr.  Carr.  What  is  the  projected  local  match? 

Mr.  Millar.  The  non-Federal  match  is  projected  at  at  least  20 
percent,  though  as  Secretary  Yerusalim  correctly  said,  the  Com- 
monwealth may  put  additional  money  in  on  top  of  that. 

Mr.  Carr.  Does  Pittsburgh  have  a  dedicated  local  source  of  oper- 
ating revenue? 

Mr.  Millar.  We  have  a  State-dedicated  tax  that  supports  both 
operations  and  some  capital  funding  in  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  Carr.  Is  that  subject  to  annual  appropriations? 

Mr.  Millar.  It  is  not.  It  is  set  up  by  the  Legislature,  paid  into  a 
public  transit  improvement  trust  fund,  and  then  allocated  by  a  leg- 
islatively set  formula  to  the  various  transit  agencies  in  the  State. 

Mr.  Carr.  Can  you  briefly  describe  what  that  formula  is? 

Mr.  Millar.  Briefly,  it  results  in  about  70  percent  of  the  funding 
going  to  the  Philadelphia  area,  about  25  percent  going  to  Pitts- 
burgh, and  the  remaining  funding  spread  among  the  various  rural 
and  urban  areas  throughout  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  might  make  a  suggestion  to  you  on  your  HOV  as 
well.  This  is  coming  from  the  auto  State.  HOV-2  would  be  prefera- 
ble, but  if  you  have  HOV-3,  I  think  it  is  only  fair  to  make  it  HOV- 
3  or  capacity.  We  have  a  lot  of  two-seated  vehicles  now.  The  fact  of 
the  matter  is  that  we  don't  like  to  see  local  units  of  government 
trjdng  to  direct  people  in  their  choices  of  vehicles. 

It  may  well  be  that  from  a  particular  commuter's  point  of  view  a 
light,  more  fuel-efficient  two-seater  vehicle  makes  a  lot  of  sense. 
But  if  their  trip  in  the  morning  is  enhanced  by  an  HOV-3,  then 
they  are  going  to  buy  a  larger  automobile,  or  you  unsafely  cram 
three  people  into  a  vehicle  with  an  occupancy  of  two. 

Two-seater  vehicles  do  pay  highway  taxes,  do  contribute  to  the 
trust  fund,  et  cetera.  I  feel  very  strongly  that  they  shouldn't  be  ex- 
cluded from  the  community. 

So  if  you  need  to  go  to  HOV-3,  please  make  it  HOV-3  or  capac- 
ity. That  covers  the  problem. 

Secretary  Yerusalim.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman.  It  is 
of  interest  with  your  comment  about  HOV-2  working  better.  On 
our  interstate  facility  that  goes  north  of  the  city  of  Pittsburgh,  we 
started  with  HOV-3  and  the  usage  was  not  what  we  anticipated. 
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We  reduced  it  to  HOV-2  for  a  pilot  and  I  am  not  sure  that  it  will 
ever  change  back  to  HOV-3. 

Mr.  Carr.  How  much  of  the  $4.5  million  you're  requesting  is  for 
bikeways  or  parking  garages? 

Mayor  Masloff.  We  haven't  decided  on  a  percentage  yet.  We 
need  the  funds  to  decide  first.  We  haven't  decided  that  yet.  Our 
bikeways,  of  course,  are  not  a  primary  interest.  It  is  the  HOV  lanes 
first  and  the  busway. 

Mr.  FoERSTER.  The  city  and  the  county,  together  with  our  other 
129  municipalities  in  Allegheny  County,  are  working  on  a  rails-to- 
trails  program  which  will  include  bikeways.  I  don't  have  the  total 
amount  as  of  this  moment  that  we're  planning  to  £isk  for,  but  we 
are  going  to  have  an  extensive  network  in  Allegheny  County  of 
bikeways  going  from  the  extreme  north  into  Butler  County  all  the 
way  into  the  city  of  Pittsburgh. 

We  don't  have  that  plan  all  put  together  yet,  but  we  have  started 
to  acquire  some  of  the  property  already.  We  will  be  asking  for 
money  specifically  for  our  bikeway  and  rails-to-trails  program. 

Mr.  Flaherty.  Much  of  the  bikeways  will  go  over  abandoned 
railroad  rights-of-way.  That's  where  the  planners  are  looking  to  put 
the  bikeways  and  along  the  river  fronts. 

Mr.  Carr.  There  has  been  some  talk  about  maglev  in  Pittsburgh. 
Where  is  all  that  talk? 

Secretary  Yerusaum.  First  of  all,  we  have  included  $2  million 
that  the  Governor  is  ready  to  release.  We  would  hope  that  the  Fed- 
eral funds  that  were  in  the  ISTEA  would  be  released  because  we 
would  like  to  utilize  that  as  match.  But  we  are  involved  in  a  feasi- 
bility study  with  a  group  called  Maglev,  Incorporated  in  Pitts- 
burgh. We  think  that  Pittsburgh  can  compete  for  that  maglev  dem- 
onstration program  and  can  compete  very  well. 

We  would  very  much  like  to  see  the  Federal  funds  included  in 
ISTEA  actually  being  appropriated. 

Mr.  Carr.  We'll  see.  [Laughter.] 

Any  proposed  maglev  would  be  from  the  airport  to  the  center  of 
the  city? 

Mr.  Flaherty.  Yes. 

Mr.  Carr.  What  would  that  take  in  terms  of  59,000  per  day? 

Mr.  Millar.  We  believe  that  the  maglev  project  and  the  busway 
projects  serve  different  types  of  market.  We  don't  believe  there  is 
much  relationship  in  the  ridership  there.  The  maglev  we  view  as  a 
demonstration  program,  economic  development  whereas  the 
busway  can  serve  not  only  the  downtown  to  airport  trip,  but  all  the 
neighborhood  trips  in  between. 

We  serve  on  the  maglev  advisory  committees  and  we  coordinate 
our  information  and  make  sure  that  the  projects — if  they  are  both 
to  go  forward — can  physically  be  built  in  the  same  space,  where 
that  is  appropriate.  But  we  see  them  as  two  different  projects,  in 
two  different  time  frames,  serving  two  different  purposes. 

Mr.  Carr.  If  we  were  to  tell  you  that  you  could  have  one  but  not 
both,  which  would  it  be? 

Mr.  FoERSTER.  Busways  are  vital.  We're  going  to  show  you  a  plan 
this  summer  when  Maglev,  Incorporated  has  their  feasibility  study 
completed.  We  will  ask  you  to  take  a  look  at  it  as  they  will  be  in 
competition  with  other  maglev  proposals  from  around  the  country. 
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If  we  stack  up  number  one,  we  would  expect  to  get  it.  If  we  don't, 
then  we  don't  get  it. 

Secretary  Yerusaum.  I  would  like  to  add  to  that  also  that  this 
bridge  needs  rehabilitation  now.  We  may  be  able  to  delay  it  until 
1996  or  1997.  We  need  the  busway  built  before  then,  at  least  phase 
I.  That  is  an  immediate  need.  I  see  maglev  as  a  longer  range  tech- 
nology. 

Mr.  Flaherty.  That  covers  what  I  was  going  to  say. 

If  you're  going  to  have  a  test  program  anywhere,  we  would  like 
to  have  it,  but  really  the  immediate  need  is  the  one  we  are  present- 
ing this  morning  on  the  busway. 

Mr.  Carr.  So  if  we're  going  to  waste  money,  we  ought  to  waste  it 
in  Pittsburgh.  [Laughter.] 

Mr.  Flaherty.  I  wouldn't  call  it  a  waste.  The  way  I  understand 
it,  it  is  a  great  experimental  technology.  If  it  comes,  we  would  like 
to  have  it. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  do  applaud  you  for  your  busway.  I  have  been  a  pro- 
ponent of  busways  over  light  rail  for  many,  many  years.  It  has  a 
great  deal  of  flexibility  and  a  great  deal  of  utility.  Unfortunately  in 
the  past,  70  percent  of  the  transit  riders  in  America  ride  a  bus,  and 
yet  buses  manage  to  get  only  about  30  percent  of  the  dollars.  That 
is  a  balance  that  within  transit  we  ought  to  redress.  I  applaud  you 
for  taking  the  busway  around. 

Thank  you  all  very  much. 

[The  prepared  statements  of  Mr.  Millar  and  the  Hon.  Santorum 
follow:] 
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GOOD  MORNING  CHAIRMAN  CARR  AND  DISTINC  JISHED  MEMBERS 
OF  THE  HOUSE  TRANSPORTATION  APPROPRIATIONS  SUBCOMMITTEE. 
MY  NAME  IS  WILLIAM  W.  MILLAR.  EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR  OF  PORT 
AUTHORITY  OF  ALLEGHENY  COUNTY  -  THE  PRINCIPAL  PUBLIC 
TRANSPORTATION  AGENCY  SERVING  THE  PITTSBURGH  URBANIZED 
AREA.  PORT  AUTHORITY  -  WHICH  LOCAL  RESIDENTS  KNOW  SIMPLY  AS 
"PAT"  -  SERVES  APPROXIMATELY  285,000  CUSTOMERS  EACH  DAY 
THROUGH  A  VARIETY  OF  TRANSIT  SERVICES  INCLUDING  BUS,  LIGHT 
RAIL,  INCLINE  AND  THE  "ACCESS"  PARATRANSIT  PROGRAM  FOR 
ELDERLY  AND  DISABLED  PERSONS. 

I  AM  PLEASED  TO  BE  HERE  TODAY  TO  DISCUSS  THE  IMPORTANCE  OF 
FY  1994  TRANSPORTATION  APPROPRIATIONS  AND  TO  DISCUSS  PAT'S 
HIGHEST  PRIORITY  CAPITAL  PROJECT,  THE  BUSWAY  SYSTEM  EXPANSION 
PROGRAM.  THE  BUSWAY  EXPANSION  PROGRAM  INCLUDES  THE  PHASE  I 
AIRPORT  BUSWAY  /  WABASH  HOV  AND  THE  PHASE  I  EXTENSION  OF  THE 
MARTIN  LUTHER  KING,  JR.  EAST  BUSWAY.  THESE  EXTREMELY 
IMPORTANT  TRANSIT  PROJECTS  WILL  SERVE  ALMOST  110,000  PERSONS 
PER  DAY  LINKING  PEOPLE  WITH  JOBS  AROUND  THE  NEW  PITTSBURGH 
INTERNATIONAL  AIRPORT  OPENED  IN  OCTOBER  OF  1992.  ALLEGHENY 
COUNTY  TAKES  GREAT  PRIDE  IN  ITS  STANDING  AS  THE  WORLD'S 
BUSWAY  PIONEER.  THE  TIME  IS  RIGHT  TO  COMPLEMENT  OUR 
SUCCESSFUL  BUSWAY  NETWORK  WITH  THE  BUSWAY  SYSTEM 
EXPANSION  PROGRAM.  THE  FISCAL  YEAR  1994  TRANSPORTATION 
APPROPRIATIONS  BILL  WILL  BE  A  KEY  TO  MAKING  THIS  EXCITING 
PROJECT  HAPPEN. 
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RENEWED  NATIONAL  FOCUS  ON  INFRASTRUCTURE  AND  THE  ECONOMY 

IT  IS  EXTREMELY  HEARTENING  TO  COME  TO  WASHINGTON  THESE 
DAYS  AND  HEAR  BOTH  CONGRESS  AND  THE  ADMINISTRATION  SPEAK  OF 
THE  LINK  BETWEEN  TRANSPORTATION  INFRASTRUCTURE  INVESTMENTS 
AND  THE  LONG  TERM  HEALTH  OF  OUR  NATIONAL  ECONOMY.  PRESIDENT 
CLINTON'S  ECONOMIC  PROPOSALS  WOULD  PROVIDE  FOR  LONG  TERM 
INFRASTRUCTURE  INVESTMENTS,  A  STIMULUS  PACKAGE  FOR  THE 
SHORT-TERM  REVITALIZATION  OF  THE  ECONOMY,  AND  A  PLAN  TO 
REDUCE  THE  FEDERAL  DEFICIT.  WHILE  ALL  OF  CONGRESS  WILL  BE 
INVOLVED  IN  CONSIDERING  THE  ADMINISTRATION'S  PROPOSALS,  IN  THE 
END  IT  WILL  BE  UP  TO  THE  APPROPRIATIONS  COMMITTEES  TO 
IMPLEMENT  ALL  POLICIES  AND  PRIORITIES. 

PORT  AUTHORITY  IS  WELL  POSITIONED  FOR  ANY  ECONOMIC 
STIMULUS  LEGISLATION,  AS  SEVERAL  KEY  PROJECTS  ARE  READY  TO  GO 
AND  COULD  BEGIN  IMMEDIATELY.  CONTRACTS  EXCEEDING  $67  MILLION 
AND  GENERATING  OVER  3,600  JOBS  COULD  BE  AWARDED  BY  SEPTEMBER. 
I  COMMEND  THE  SUBCOMMITTEE  FOR  ITS  POSITIVE  ACTIONS  REGARDING 
THE  TRANSPORTATION  COMPONENTS  OF  THE  STIMULUS  PACKAGE,  AND 
URGE  ALL  OF  CONGRESS  TO  PROVIDE  SPEEDY  APPROVAL  SO  THAT  SUCH 
FUNDS  CAN  BEGIN  TO  MEET  TRANSIT  CAPITAL  NEEDS  AND  PUT  PEOPLE 
BACK  TO  WORK. 

BEYOND  THIS,  THE  NEED  FOR  LONG  TERM  TRANSPORTATION 
INVESTMENTS    IS    EVEN    MORE    PARAMOUNT.       THE    FY    1994 
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TRANSPORTATION  APPROPRIATIONS  BILL  NEEDS  TO  FULLY  FUND  THE 
PROGRAM  LEVELS  ESTABLISHED  BY  THE  INTERMODAL  SURFACE 
TRANSPORTATION  EFFICIENCY  ACT  OF  1991.  ISTEA  ESTABLISHED  A 
BALANCED,  INTERMODAL  PROGRAM  INTENDED  TO  ACCOMMODATE  THE 
FUNDAMENTAL  REINVESTMENT  NEEDS  OF  BOTH  HIGHWAY  AND 
TRANSIT  WHILE  PROVIDING  FOR  FLEXIBLE  FUNDING  PROGRAMS  WHICH 
REGIONAL  DECISIONMAKERS  COULD  DIRECT  TO  EITHER  HIGHWAY  OR 
TRANSIT  PROJECTS.  I  AM  DISAPPOINTED.  HOWEVER,  THAT  THE 
ADMINISTRATION  STRAYED  FROM  THIS  INTERMODAL  APPROACH  AND 
HAS  PROPOSED  TO  FULLY  FUND  TITLE  23  HIGHWAY  PROGRAMS  IN  1994, 
BUT  HAS  PROPOSED  LESS  THAN  FULL  FUNDING  FOR  THE  TRANSIT 
PROGRAM.  FEDERAL  FUNDING  FOR  TRANSIT  HAS  DECLINED  FROM  $4.6 
BILLION  IN  1981  TO  $3.8  BILUON  IN  THE  CURRENT  YEAR,  WHILE  FUNDING 
FOR  TITLE  23  HIGHWAY  PROGRAMS  INCREASED  FROM  $9.1  BILLION  TO 
MORE  THAN  $18  Bl  ,LION  OVER  THE  SAME  PERIOD. 

AS  I  HAVE  NOTED,  PEOPLE  IN  ALLEGHENY  COUNTY  RELY  HEAVILY 
ON  PUBLIC  TRANSPORTATION  TO  TRAVEL  TO  AND  FROM  THEIR  JOBS,  TO 
SHOP,  TO  WORSHIP,  TO  GO  TO  SCHOOL  OR  TO  PURSUE  OTHER  SOCIAL  AND 
PROFESSIONAL  NEEDS.  A  FEDERAL  COMMITMENT  TO  TRANSIT  USE  IS 
ESSENTIAL  TO  ENSURING  THIS  MOBILITY  FOR  ALL  AMERICANS,  AND  FOR 
REDUCING  AIR  POLLUTION,  ENERGY  USE  AND  CONGESTION. 

IT  IS  CRITICAL  THAT  BOTH  THE  HIGHWAY  AND  TRANSIT 
COMPONENTS  OF  ISTEA  BE  FUNDED  AT  FULLY  AUTHORIZED  LEVELS, 
INCLUDING  FLEXIBLE  FUNDING  PROGRAMS  SUCH  AS  THE  SURFACE 
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TRANSPORTATION  PROGRAM  (STP)  AND  THE  CONGESTION  MITIGATION 
AND  AIR  QUALITY  (CMAQ)  PROGRAM. 

THE  ADMINISTRATION  HAS  ALSO  PROPOSED  TO  EXTEND  THE 
CURRENT  2.5  CENT  PER  GALLON  GASOLINE  EXCISE  TAX  THAT  IS 
SCHEDULED  TO  EXPIRE  IN  1995.  HOWEVER,  THE  ADMINISTRATION'S 
PROPOSAL  WOULD  DEPOSIT  ALL  OF  THE  REVENUE  IN  THE  HIGHWAY 
ACCOUNT  OF  THE  HIGHWAY  TRUST  FUND.  THIS  WOULD  VIOLATE 
PRINCIPLES  ESTABLISHED  IN  1983  AND  1990,  WHEREIN  20  PERCENT  OF 
GAS  TAX  INCREASES  DEDICATED  TO  TRANSPORTATION  WERE  CREDITED 
TO  THE  MASS  TRANSIT  ACCOUNT.  GIVING  THE  HIGHWAY  ACCOUNT  TWO 
CENTS  PER  GALLON  OF  THIS  TAX  IS  ENOUGH  TO  COVER  EXPECTED 
HIGHWAY  ACCOUNT  SPENDING  IN  THE  ISTEA  AUTHORIZATION  PERIOD 
(THROUGH  FY  1997),  LEAVING  ROOM  TO  GIVE  A  HALF-CENT  TO  THE  MASS 
TRANSIT  ACCOUNT  -  WHERE  REVENUE  IS  NEEDED  TO  MEET  THE 
FUNDING  NEEDS  OF  TRANSIT. 

WITHIN  THE  TRANSIT  PROGRAM  ITSELF,  PORT  AUTHORITY  URGES 
EQUITABLE  APPROPRIATIONS  TO  ALL  COMPONENTS  OF  THE  PROGRAM. 
SECTION  9  FORMULA  FUNDING  NEEDS  TO  BE  INCREASED  IN  ORDER  TO 
BOLSTER  THE  FUNDAMENTAL  OPERATING  AND  CAPITAL  ACTIVITIES 
FUNDED  THROUGH  SECTION  9. 

I  ALSO  STRONGLY  URGE  THAT  FEDERAL  OPERATING  ASSISTANCE  BE 
FUNDED  IN  ACCORDANCE  WITH  THE  LIMITS  ESTABLISHED  BY  ISTEA. 
DOESNT  IT  MAKE  SENSE  TO  SPEND  A  FEW  CENTS  MORE  EACH  YEAR  TO 
SEE  THAT  THE  CAPITAL  DOLLARS  WE  HAVE  INVESTED  ARE  MAINTAINED 
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AND  UTILIZED?  AS  EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR  OF  A  LARGE  TRANSIT  SYSTEM  I 
WANT  TO  ASSURE  MEMBERS  OF  THE  SUBCOMMITTEE  THAT  OPERATING 
ASSISTANCE  IS  CRITICAL  TO  MY  AGENCY  AND  TO  THE  SERVICES 
PROVIDED  TO  OUR  285,000  DAILY  RIDERS.  OPERATING  ASSISTANCE  IS 
NOT  A  BIG  SYSTEM  VS.  SMALL  SYSTEM  ISSUE. 

PUBUC  TRANSPORTATION  IN  ALLEGHENY  COUNTY 

WITHOUT  QUESTION,  PITTSBURGH  AND  ALLEGHENY  COUNTY  ARE 
THE  FOCAL  POINTS  OF  WESTERN  PENNSYLVANIA.  WE  ARE  ALWAYS 
QUICK  TO  REMIND  EVERYONE  OF  OUR  RECOGNITION  AS  AMERICA'S 
MOST  LIVABLE  COMMUNITY.  PITTSBURGH  AND  ALLEGHENY  COUNTY 
ARE  A  CORPORATE  CENTER.  A  CULTURAL  CENTER,  A  MEDICAL  CENTER, 
AN  EDUCATION  CENTER,  A  SPORTS  CENTER,  AND  A  CENTER  OF  DIVERSE 
NEIGHBORHOODS. 

MOREOVER  PITTSBURGH  AND  ALLEGHENY  COUNTY  TAKE  GREAT 
PRIDE  IN  THEIR  COLLECTIVE  STANDING  AS  A  TRANSPORTATION  CENTER. 

PAT  OPERATES  900  BUSES,  71  UGHT  RAIL  VEHICLES  AND  TROLLEYS, 
AND  OWNS  TWO  INCLINED  PLANES.  PAT  CONTRACTS  THROUGH  AN 
INDEPENDENT  BROKER  THE  SERVICES  OF  13  PRIVATE  CARRIERS  FOR  THE 
"ACCESS"  PROGRAM,  THE  WORLD'S  LARGEST  COORDINATED 
PARATRANSIT  SYSTEM,  CARRYING  OVER  2.2  MILLION  RIDERS  PER  YEAR. 
IN  THE  1980'S  PAT  OPENED  A  NEW  DOWNTOWN  SUBWAY,  PART  OF  PATS 
HIGHLY  SUCCESSFUL  STAGE  I  LIGHT  RAIL  TRANSIT. 
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THE  SUCCESS  OF  THIS  PROGRAM  HAD  LED  TO  THE  DESIRE  TO 
EXTEND  THE  SYSTEM  TO  THE  NORTHSIDE  AND  THE  OAKLAND  SECTION 
OF  THE  CITY  OF  PITTSBURGH.  IN  ADDITION  THERE  REMAINS  12  MILES  OF 
LINE  WHICH  MUST  BE  REHABILITATED.  WHEN  THESE  PROJECTS  ARE 
COMPLETED  LIGHT  RAIL  RIDERSHIP  SHOULD  APPROACH  110,000  PER  DAY. 

BUT  IT  HAS  BEEN  OUR  PIONEERING  OF  THE  CONCEPT  OF  BUSWAYS 
WHERE  PERHAPS  WE  HAVE  BEEN  MOST  INNOVATIVE.  WITH  THE  HELP  OF 
THIS  SUBCOMMITTEE  PAT  OPENED  THE  WORLD'S  FIRST  TRULY 
EXCLUSIVE  BUSWAY  -  THE  SOUTH  BUSWAY  -  IN  1977.  THIS  4.0  MILE 
ROADWAY  ALLOWS  PAT  BUSES  SERVING  16.000  DAILY  RIDERS  TO  BYPASS 
HEAVILY  CONGESTED  ROADS  AND  TUNNELS  IN  THE  SOUTH  HILLS 
COMMUNITIES  OF  ALLEGHENY  COUNTY. 

IN  1983  WE  EXTENDED  THIS  CONCEPT  TO  EASTERN 
NEIGHBORHOODS  OF  PITTSBURGH  AND  ALLEGHENY  COUNTY  WHEN  WE 
OPENED  THE  MARTIN  LUTHER  KING,  JR.  EAST  BUSWAY.  THIS  6.8  MILE 
ROADWAY  RUNS  FROM  DOWNTOWN  PITTSBURGH  TO  SUBURBAN 
WILKINSBURG,  EACH  DAY  TRANSPORTING  APPROXIMATELY  30,000 
RIDERS  QUICKLY  AND  EFFICIENTLY  TO  THEIR  DESTINATIONS. 

THE  EAST  BUSWAY  ALONG  WITH  OUR  REHABILITATED  LIGHT  RAIL 
LINE  SERVING  THE  SOUTH  HILLS  ARE  BOTH  GENERATING 
CONSIDERABLE  PRIVATE  INVESTMENT  AND  ECONOMIC  DEVELOPMENT. 

PAT  AND  THE  CITY  OF  PITTSBURGH  HAVE  ALSO  SUCCESSFULLY 
IMPLEMENTED  A  SERIES  OF  EXCLUSIVE  BUS  LANES  WITHIN  THE  CITY 
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STREET  NETWORK.  THE  PENNSYLVANIA  DEPARTMENT  OF 
TRANSPORTATION  HAS  ALSO  DEDICATED  FOR  HIGH-OCCUPANCY 
VEHICLE  USE  A  TWO-LANE  SEGMENT  OF  THE  RECENTLY  OPENED 
"PARKWAY  NORTH"  (1-279). 

IN  SUMMARY,  ALLEGHENY  COUNTY  HAS  DEVELOPED  AND  HAS 
INVESTED  IN  A  VERY  DIVERSE  PUBLIC  TRANSPORTATION  SYSTEM. 
WHILE  WE  ARE  PLEASED  WITH  OUR  RAIL  SYSTEM  AND  HOV  FACIUTIES. 
WE  FIND  BUSWAYS  TO  BE  PARTICULARLY  PROMISING  IN  SEVERAL  KEY 
CORRIDORS. 

CAPITAL  AND  OPERATING  EFFICIENCIES  OF  BUSWAY  TECHNOLOGY 

WITH  THE  1977  OPENING  OF  THE  SOUTH  BUSWAY  PAT  SHOWED  THE 
WORLD  A  NEW  TRANSPORTATION  INNOVATION.  THE  ADVANTAGES  OF 
BUSWAYS  HAVE  INDEED  PROVEN  TO  BE  QUITE  FORMIDABLE. 

BUSWAYS  SERVE  AS  AN  EXTENSION  OF  THE  URBAN  STREET  AND 
ROADWAY  SYSTEM.  BUSWAYS  ALLOW  THE  FLEXIBILITY  FOR  BUSES  TO 
PICK  UP  PASSENGERS  ANYWHERE  ON  THE  STREET  NETWORK,  THEN 
FEED  INTO  THE  BUSWAY  TRUNKLINE  FOR  AN  EXPRESS  TRIP  TO 
DOWNTOWN  OR  OTHER  DESTINATIONS.  THESE  BUSES  -  ALWAYS  FULLY 
LOADED  DURING  PEAK  HOURS  IN  THESE  DENSE  URBAN  CORRIDORS  - 
BYPASS  THE  AUTOMOBILE-CAUSED  CONGESTION  OF  THE  PARALLEL 
ROADWAYS 
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BUSWAYS  CAN  ALSO  OPERATE  VERY  MUCH  UKE  RAPID  RAIL.  IN  THE 
SENSE  THAT  THEY  OPERATE  ON  A  FIXED-FACILITY  AND  HAVE  STATION 
STOPS  ALONG  THE  ROUTE.  RIDERSHIP  AT  THE  STATIONS  ALONG  THE 
MARTIN  LUTHER  KING,  JR.  EAST  BUSWAY  IS  SUCH  THAT  PAT  OPERATES 
EXTRA-CAPACITY  ARTICULATED  BUSES,  THUS  ALLOWING 
CONSIDERABLE  PRODUCTIVITY  SAVINGS. 

BUSWAYS  DEPEND  MUCH  LESS  ON  PARK-AND-RIDE  TRAVELERS 
THAN  DO  URBAN  RAIL  SYSTEMS,  HAVING  THE  FLEXIBILITY  OF 
COLLECTING  PASSENGERS  FROM  NEIGHBORHOOD  ROUTES  AND  THEN 
MOVING  INTO  THE  BUSWAY  TRUNKLINE  VIA  NUMEROUS  ACCESS  POINTS. 
BUSWAYS  ARE  ALSO  LESS  VULNERABLE  TO  BREAKDOWNS  THAN  ARE 
URBAN  RAIL  SYSTEMS,  THUS  ALLOWING  FOR  CONTINUOUS  FREE  FLOW 
OF  TRAFFIC.  THIS  HELPS  MINIMIZE  SERVICE  DISRUPTIONS  CAUSED  BY 
EQUIPMENT  FAILURE. 

IN  PROVIDING  RIDERS  WITH  SIGNIFICANT  TIME  SAVINGS,  BUSWAYS 
ALSO  ALLOW  CONSIDERABLE  SAVINGS  IN  OPERATING  COSTS  BY 
REDUCING  THE  OPERATOR-HOURS  INVOLVED  IN  EACH  TRIP. 
SIGNIFICANT  PRODUCTIVITY  BENEFITS  ALSO  ACCRUE  FROM  THE 
LOCATION  OF  A  MAJOR  BUS  GARAGE  IMMEDIATELY  ADJACENT  TO  THE 
BUSWAY.  "DEADHEAD"  TRIPS  TO  AND  FROM  THE  GARAGE  ARE 
HASTENED  BY  THE  BUSWAY  AND  THE  LOCATION  OF  THE  BUS  GARAGE. 

FINALLY,  BUSWAYS  OFFER  A  CONSIDERABLE  SAVINGS  IN  CAPITAL 
COSTS  OVER  MOST  OTHER  TRANSPORTATION  OPTIONS.  BUSWAYS  DO 
NOT  REQUIRE  THE  SOPHISTICATED  SIGNAL  SYSTEM  AND  TRACKWORK  OF 
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URBAN  RAIL,  AND  CAN  OPERATE  WITH  STANDARD,  RELATIVELY 
INEXPENSIVE  BUSES. 

CHALLENGES  AND  OPPORTUNITIES  IN  A  POST-INDUSTRIAL  ECONOMY 

THE  1980'S  WAS  A  PERIOD  OF  ECONOMIC  TRANSFORMATION  IN 
SOUTHWESTERN  PENNSYLVANIA.  THE  COLLAPSE  OF  THE  STEEL 
INDUSTRY  BROUGHT  GREAT  PAIN  TO  MANY  PEOPLE,  AND  DISTRESS  TO 
MANY  COMMUNITIES.  JOBS  WERE  LOST,  PEOPLE  RELOCATED  TO  OTHER 
REGIONS,  AND  THE  COMMUNITY  WAS  LEFT  SEARCHING  FOR  A  NEW 
ECONOMIC  BASE. 

SINCE  THEN  THE  REGION  HAS  REBOUNDED,  AND  IS  POISED  FOR 
FUTURE  GROWTH.  THE  DOWNTOWN  AND  THE  OAKLAND  SECTIONS  OF 
THE  CITY  ARE  PROJECTED  FOR  CONTINUED  GROWTH.  THE  BIGGEST  JOB 
GROWTH  AREA  WILL  BE  WESTERN  ALLEGHENY  COUNTY,  WHERE  THE 
NEW  PITTSBURGH  INTERNATIONAL  AIRPORT  HAS  SPARKED  SIGNIFICANT 
PRIVATE  INVESTMENT  IN  THIS  WESTERN  CORRIDOR.  U.S.  AIR  HAS  MADE 
A  LONG-TERM  COMMITMENT  TO  PITTSBURGH  AS  A  HUB  CITY.  THE 
ADVANTAGES  OF  A  LOCATION  NEAR  THE  NEW  AIRPORT,  COUPLED  WITH 
THE  AVAILABILITY  OF  LAND  IN  A  DESIRABLE  AREA  HAVE  MADE  THE 
AIRPORT  CORRIDOR  RIPE  FOR  CONTINUED  DEVELOPMENT. 

HOWEVER,  THE  WAY  TO  NEW  ECONOMIC  OPPORTUNITIES  IS  LADEN 
WITH  CHALLENGES.  THE  CORRIDOR  CURRENTLY  IS  SERVED  WITH  AN 
INADEQUATE  ROADWAY  NETWORK.  IN  ITS  MAIN  THOROUGHFARE  -  THE 
PARKWAY  WEST  (1-279)  -  COMMUTERS  ENDURE  DAILY  TRAFFIC  DELAYS 
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OF  UP  TO  45  MINUTES  IN  TRIPS  FROM  THE  AIRPORT  TO  DOWNTOWN 
PITTSBURGH. 

THE  NEED  TO  IMPROVE  THE  LINK  BETWEEN  PITTSBURGH  AND  THE 
AIRPORT,  AND  TO  PROVIDE  ACCESS  TO  JOBS  FOR  PEOPLE  LIVING  IN  THE 
ESTABLISHED  COMMUNITIES  OF  ALLEGHENY  COUNTY  HAS  LED  THE 
SOUTHWESTERN  PENNSYLVANIA  REGIONAL  PLANNING  COMMISSION 
AND  OTHER  REGIONAL  BODIES  TO  RECOMMEND  A  BUSWAY  SYSTEM 
EXPANSION  PROGRAM  FOR  ALLEGHENY  COUNTY.  THIS  PROGRAM 
INCLUDES  THE  CONSTRUCTION  OF  A  PHASE  I  AIRPORT  BUSWAY  AND 
PHASE  I  EXTENSION  OF  THE  MARTIN  LUTHER  KING,  JR.  EAST  BUSWAY. 

THE  BUSWAY  SYSTEM  EXPANSION  PROGRAM  IS  A  REGIONAL  PRIORITY 

THE  SUBCOMMITTEE'S  SUPPORT  OF  THIS  PROJECT  IN  FY  1992  AND  IN 
FY  1993  REFLECTED  THE  MERITS  OF  THE  PROJECT  AND  ITS  IMPORTANCE 
TO  OUR  REGION.  THE  FEDERAL  TRANSIT  ADMINISTRATION  HAS  VIEWED 
THE  PROJECT  WITH  GREAT  FAVOR.  GROUPS  SUCH  AS  THE  ALLEGHENY 
CONFERENCE  ON  ECONOMIC  DEVELOPMENT  AND  ALLEGHENY 
COUNTY'S  STRATEGY  21  HAVE  IDENTIFIED  THE  PROJECT  AS  A  TOP 
PRIORITY  FOR  OUR  REGION. 

AS  I  NOTED  IN  LAST  YEAR'S  TESTIMONY,  THE  BUSWAY  PROPOSED  BY 
THE  SOUTHWESTERN  PENNSYLVANIA  REGIONAL  PLANNING 
COMMISSION  WOULD  BE  CONSTRUCTED  IN  PHASES.  THE  PHASE  I 
SEGMENT  WOULD  INCLUDE  A  BRIDGE  FROM  DOWNTOWN  PITTSBURGH 
ACROSS  THE  MONONGAHELA  RIVER,  WHERE  THE  BUSWAY  WOULD 
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CONTINUE  ALONGSroE  AN  ACTIVE  RAILROAD  RIGHT-OF-WAY  OWNED  BY 
CONRAIL,  BRANCH  ONTO  AN  ABANDONED  RAILROAD  RIGHT-OF-WAY 
AND  EVENTUALLY  CONNECT  WITH  THE  PARKWAY  WEST  IN  CARNEGIE 
BOROUGH.  EIGHT  PASSENGER  STATIONS  AND  EIGHT  PARK  AND  RIDE 
SITES  WOULD  BE  BUILT  AS  PART  OF  THE  PHASE  I  AIRPORT  BUSWAY. 
ABOUT  30  MINUTES  PROJECTED  TIME  SAVINGS  WOULD  ACCRUE  TO  MANY 
COMMUTERS  USING  THE  BUSWAY. 

THIS  INTERMODAL  PROJECT  ALSO  INCLUDES  A  HIGH-OCCUPANCY 
VEHICLE  (HOV)  FACILITY  FROM  ROUTE  51  TO  DOWNTOWN  PITTSBURGH 
USING  THE  EXISTING  WABASH  TUNNEL.  THIS  HOV  TUNNEL  WOULD 
SHARE  A  COMMON  BRIDGE  INTO  DOWNTOWN  PITTSBURGH  WITH  THE 
AIRPORT  BUSWAY.  THE  WABASH  TUNNEL  IS  OWNED  BY  PAT  AND  IS  A 
COMMUNITY  RESOURCE  WHICH  COULD  BE  INTEGRATED  INTO  AND  BUILT 
AS  PART  OF  AN  8.7  MILE  AIRPORT  BUSWAY. 

WITH  THE  PHASE  I  AIRPORT  BUSWAY  22,000  DAILY  BUS  PASSENGERS 
CURRENTLY  TRAVELING  THROUGH  THE  CORRIDOR  IN  PUBLIC  OR 
PRIVATE  BUSES  WOULD  GAIN  THE  IMMEDIATE  BENEFITS  OF 
CONGESTION-FREE  SERVICE.  IT  IS  ESTIMATED  THAT  RIDERSHIP  WOULD 
DOUBLE  TO  MORE  THAN  59,000  RIDERS  PER  DAY  BY  2005.  STUDIES  HAVE 
SHOWN  AN  EXTREMELY  FAVORABLE  COST-EFFECTIVENESS  RATING  OF 
LESS  THAN  $5.00  PER  NEW  RIDER.  OF  COURSE,  EACH  NEW  RIDER  MEANS 
LESS  CONGESTION  AND  FEWER  POLLUTION-EMnTING  AUTOMOBILES  ON 
THE  ROAD. 
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DURING  1992  PORT  AUTHORITY  COMPLETED  THE  REQUIRED 
ALTERNATIVES  ANALYSIS,  AND  HAS  PROCEEDED  INTO  THE 
PRELIMINARY  ENGINEERING  PHASE.  PUBLIC  HEARINGS  ON  THE 
ALTERNATIVES  ANALYSIS  BROUGHT  FORTH  OVER  130  COMMENTS,  ONLY 
TWO  OF  WHICH  DID  NOT  COMMENT  FAVORABLY.  THIS  REFLECTS  THE 
WIDESPREAD  COMMUNITY  SUPPORT  WHICH  EXISTS  AND  ALSO  THE 
MINIMAL  PROPERTY  RELOCATION  AND  COMMUNITY  DISRUPTION  WHICH 
THIS  PROJECT  WILL  BRING. 

SURVIVING  RECONSTRUCTION  OF  THE  FORT  PITT  BRIDGE 

PITTSBURGH  IS  A  CITY  OF  MANY  BRIDGES.  FAR  AND  AWAY  THE 
BUSIEST  OF  THESE  BRIDGES  IS  THE  FORT  PITT  BRIDGE,  CARRYING  OVER 
140,000  VEHICLES  EACH  DAY.  THE  FORT  PITT  BRIDGE  AND  TUNNEL  IS 
THE  PORTHOLE  INTO  PITTSBURGH  FROM  THE  AIRPORT  CORRIDOR. 

THE  FORT  PITT  BRIDGE  MUST  UNDERGO  RECONSTRUCTION  WITHIN 
THE  NEXT  SEVERAL  YEARS.  UNLESS  ALTERNATE  TRANSPORTATION 
MEANS  ARE  IMPLEMENTED,  ITS  CLOSING  WILL  CAUSE  GREAT  ECONOMIC 
DISRUPTION  IN  THE  CITY  AND  IN  THE  AIRPORT  CORRIDOR. 

AS  NOTED  EARLIER,  THIS  CORRIDOR  ALREADY  SUFFERS  FROM  AN 
ACUTE  UNDERCAPACITY  IN  ITS  TRANSPORTATION  NETWORK,  AND  THE 
CLOSING  OF  THE  FT.  PITT  BRIDGE  COULD  MAKE  THIS  SITUATION  MANY 
TIMES  WORSE. 


-12- 


500 

THE  PENNSYLVANIA  DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION  HAS 
IDENTIFIED  THE  AIRPORT  BUSWAY  AS  A  TRANSPORTATION  STRATEGY 
WHICH  COULD  MITIGATE  THE  SEVERE  IMPACT  OF  THE  BRIDGE  CLOSING, 
AND  HAS  INDICATED  THAT  IT  IS  WILLING  TO  DELAY  RECONSTRUCTION 
OF  THE  BRIDGE  IF  THE  AIRPORT  BUSWAY  AND  ITS  WABASH  TUNNEL  LINK 
CAN  BE  CONSTRUCTED  IN  AN  EXPEDITIOUS  TIMEFRAME. 

THE  IMPENDING  CLOSING  OF  THE  FORT  PITT  BRIDGE  HAS  THUS 
ADDED  FURTHER  TO  THE  IMPORTANCE  OF  THE  BUSWAY  SYSTEM 
EXPANSION  PROGRAM,  AND  HAS  MADE  THE  PROJECT  EVEN  MORE 
CRITICAL  AND  TIMELY  TO  THE  REGION. 

BUILDING  ON  SUCCESS:    THE  PHASE  I  EXTENSION  OF  THE  MARTIN 
LUTHER  KING.  JR.  EAST  BUSWAY 

AS  NOTED  EARLIER,  THE  MARTIN  LUTHER  KING,  JR.  EAST  BUSWAY 
IS  A  PAT  SUCCESS  STORY.  THE  EAST  BUSWAY  SERVES  A  DENSE,  URBAN 
CORRIDOR  WHICH  HAS  THE  HIGHEST  TRANSIT  RIDERSHIP  IN  ALLEGHENY 
COUNTY.  SINCE  ITS  OPENING  IN  1983  RIDERS  HAVE  BENEFITTED  FROM 
MUCH  GREATER  SERVICE  RELIABILITY  AS  WELL  AS  TIME  SAVINGS  OF 
MORE  THAN  50  PERCENT  FOR  MANY  TRIPS.  OUR  MARKET  RESEARCH  HAS 
SHOWN  SUCH  TIME  SAVINGS  TO  BE  THE  MOST  EFFECTIVE  MEANS  FOR 
ATTRACTING  RIDERS  OUT  OF  THEIR  AUTOMOBILES  AND  ONTO  TRANSIT. 
OVER  10,000  DAILY  AUTO  USERS  ARE  DIVERTED  TO  THIS  FACILITY 
ALONE.  DESPITE  A  13  PERCENT  POPULATION  LOSS  IN  THE  ADJACENT 
CORRIDOR  AREA  SINCE  1980,  RIDERSHIP  ON  THE  EAST  BUSWAY  HAS 
GROWN  ABOUT  50%  DURING  ITS  NINE  YEARS  OF  OPERATION. 
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SERVICE  ON  THE  EAST  BUSWAY  CONSISTS  OF  BUSES  STOPPING  AT 
SIX  STATIONS  SERVING  PREDOMINANTLY  WALK-ON  PASSENGERS,  PLUS 
SERVICE  PROVIDED  ON  ROUTES  WHICH  TRAVERSE  LOCAL 
NEIGHBORHOODS  AND  THEN  ENTER  THE  BUSWAY  AT  SEVEN  LOCATIONS 
TO  COMPLETE  THEIR  TRIPS  ON  A  TRAFFIC-FREE,  NONSTOP  BASIS. 

THE  SUCCESS  OF  THE  EAST  BUSWAY  HAS  SPURRED  REQUESTS  FROM 
NEIGHBORHOODS  AND  MUNICIPALITIES  TO  EXTEND  THE  BUSWAY 
EASTWARD  TO  PROVIDE  EXPRESS  BUS  SERVICE  TO  MORE  OF  THE 
MONONGAHELA  VALLEY,  THE  CENTER  OF  THE  ONCE  THRIVING  STEEL 
INDUSTRY.  TODAY,  THE  BUSWAY  EXTENSION  CAN  BE  PART  OF  THE 
EFFORT  TO  REDEVELOP  THE  MON  VALLEY  AND  PROVIDE  ACCESS  TO 
JOBS  FOR  THOUSANDS  OF  ITS  UNEMPLOYED  AND  UNDEREMPLOYED 
RESIDENTS. 

PHASE  I  IS  A  2.3  MILE  EXTENSION  OF  THE  EAST  BUSWAY  TO  SERVE 
THE  ADJACENT  COMMUNITIES  OF  EDGEWOOD,  SWISSVALE  AND  RANKIN, 
AND  TO  ALLOW  COMMUNITIES  THROUGHOUT  THE  MONONGAHELA  AND 
TURTLE  CREEK  VALLEYS  IMPROVED  ACCESS  TO  THE  BUSWAY.  SERVICE 
WOULD  CONTINUE  TO  INCLUDE  ROUTES  STOPPING  AT  ALL  STATIONS 
PLUS  EXPRESS  ROUTES.  PROJECTED  AVERAGE  TIME  SAVINGS  WOULD  BE 
10  MINUTES  PER  TRIP. 

IN  ADDITION,  THE  EXTENDED  BUSWAY  WILL  INCLUDE  PARK-N-RIDE 
LOTS,  A  FEATURE  WHICH  DOES  NOT  EXIST  ON  THE  CURRENT  EAST 
BUSWAY. 
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DAILY  RIDERSHIP  IS  PROJECTED  TO  INCREASE  FROM  30,400  TODAY 
TO  OVER  50,000  BY  THE  YEAR  2005.  THE  FEDERAL  COST-EFFECTIVENESS 
CALCULATION  FOR  THIS  EXTENSION  IS  ABOUT  $5.00  TOTAL-COST-PER- 
NEW-RIDER,  AGAIN  SHOWING  ITS  COST  EFFECTIVENESS. 

ACCELERATING  THE  BUSWAY  SYSTEM  EXPANSION  PROGRAM 

THE  BUSWAY  SYSTEM  EXPANSION  PROGRAM  HAS  BECOME  A 
NATIONAL  MODEL  FOR  INTERMODAL  PLANNING.  COOPERATION  AND 
FINANCING.  AS  NOTED,  THE  AIRPORT  BUSWAY  /  WABASH  HOV  PROJECT 
INTEGRATES  AN  EXCLUSIVE  BUSWAY  AND  A  TUNNEL  TO  BE  USED  BY 
HIGH  OCCUPANCY  VEHICLES.  PAT,  THE  PENNSYLVANIA  DEPARTMENT 
OF  TRANSPORTATION,  THE  FEDERAL  TRANSIT  ADMINISTRATION,  THE 
FEDERAL  HIGHWAY  ADMINISTRATION  AND  THE  SOUTHWESTERN 
REGIONAL  PLANNING  COMMISSION  HAVE  HAD  EXTENSIVE, 
COOPERATIVE  MEETINGS  TO  DEVELOP  A  FEASIBLE  PROJECT  SCHEDULE 
AND  FUNDING  PLAN.  THE  FUNDING  PLAN  COMBINES  TRADITIONAL 
SOURCES  OF  TRANSIT  CAPITAL  FUNDING  WITH  NEW.  CREATIVE 
FINANCING  ARRANGEMENTS,  SUCH  AS  INTERMODAL  FUNDING 
SPECIFICALLY  IDENTIFIED  FOR  THIS  PROJECT  IN  SECTION  1108  OF  ISTEA. 
REFLECTING  ITS  STRONG  REGIONAL  SUPPORT,  THE  PROJECT  IS  ALSO 
RECEIVING  EXTENSIVE  AMOUNTS  OF  "FLEXIBLE"  FUNDING  AVAILABLE 
TO  THE  METROPOLITAN  AREA.  FUNDING  ALSO  INCLUDES  OVER  $90 
MILLION  PLEDGED  BY  THE  COMMONWEALTH  OF  PENNSYLVANIA. 
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PORT  AUTHORITY  IS  EXTREMELY  APPRECIATIVE  OF  THE  SUPPORT 
FOR  THE  BUSWAY  SYSTEM  EXPANSION  PROGRAM  PROVIDED  BY  ITS 
CONGRESSIONAL  DELEGATION  AND  BY  THIS  SUBCOMMITTEE  IN  FISCAL 
YEAR  1992  AND  IN  FISCAL  YEAR  1993.  ALL  FUNDING  ALLOCATED  TO  THE 
PROJECT  THROUGH  THOSE  APPROPRIATIONS  BILLS  IS  UNDER  CONTRACT 
WITH  THE  FEDERAL  TRANSIT  ADMINISTRATION.  IN  THE  FISCAL  YEAR 
1993  TRANSPORTATION  APPROPRLATIONS  BILL  IT  IS  IMPERATIVE  THAT 
WE  RECEIVE  A  CONGRESSIONAL  EARMARK  OF  $56.5  MILLION.  THESE 
FUNDS  COULD  EITHER  COME  FROM  FTA  "NEW  START"  FUNDS,  OR  FROM 
FUNDS  AUTHORIZED  IN  SECTION  1069  OF  ISTEA  TO  BE  APPROPRIATED  TO 
THIS  PROJECT,  OR  THROUGH  A  COMBINATION  OF  BOTH.  A  $56.5  MILLION 
EARMARK  IS  CRITICAL  FOR  THE  PROJECT  TO  COMPLETE  RIGHT-OF-WAY 
ACQUISITION  AND  TO  PROCEED  INTO  CONSTRUCTION  IN  1994.  WITH  THE 
COOPERATION  OF  THE  FEDERAL  TRANSIT  ADMINISTRATION  SPECLAL 
PROJECT  MANAGEMENT  ARRANGEMENTS  HAVE  BEEN  PUT  IN  PLACE 
WHICH  WILL  EXPEDITE  THE  IMPLEMENTATION  OF  THE  PROJECT  AND 
WHICH  WILL  REQUIRE  THAT  ALL  FUNDING  BE  IN  PLACE. 

SUMMARY 

BUSWAYS  HAVE  PROVEN  TO  BE  EFFECTIVE  FIXED  GUIDEWAY 
INVESTMENTS.  ALLEGHENY  COUNTY'S  PROPOSED  ELEVEN  MILE  PHASE  I 
EXPANSION  PROGRAM  WILL  PROVIDE  IMMEDIATE  BENEFITS  FOR  THE 
CITIZENS  OF  ALLEGHENY  COUNTY,  .THE  COMMONWEALTH  OF 
PENNSYLVANIA  AND  THE  NATION. 
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THE  BUSWAY  SYSTEM  EXPANSION  PROGRAM  -  A  PROJECT  WHICH 
RANKS  EXTREMELY  HIGH  ON  THE  BASIS  OF  COST  EFFECTIVENESS  -  IS 
EVEN  MORE  CRITICAL  TO  THE  REGION  WHEN  COUPLED  WITH  THE  NEED 
TO  SERVE  THE  EMERGING  AIRPORT  CORRIDOR  AND  PROVIDE  ACCESS  TO 
ITS  JOB  SITES.  FURTHER,  IT  POSTURE  AS  A  PRINCIPLE  TRAFFIC 
MITIGATION  STRATEGY  DURING  THE  IMPENDING  RECONSTRUCTION  OF 
THE  FORT  PITT  BRIDGE  ADDS  STILL  FURTHER  TO  ITS  PRIORITY  STATUS. 
THE  SUBCOMMITTEE'S  APPROVAL  OF  $56.5  MILLION  TO  THE  PROJECT 
WILL  MAKE  THESE  BENEFITS  POSSIBLE. 

I  AM  GRATEFUL  FOR  THE  OPPORTUNITY  TO  APPEAR  BEFORE  YOU 
TODAY.  I  WOULD  BE  PLEASED  TO  ANSWER  ANY  QUESTIONS  YOU  MAY 
HAVE  OR  PROVIDE  ADDITIONAL  INFORMATION. 
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Hon.  Rick  Santorum 

18th  District  of  Pennsylvania 

before  the  Transportation  Appropriations  Subcommittee 

March  24,  1993 

Mr.  Chairman,  members  of  the  subcommittee,  I  again  appreciate  the 
opportunity  to  speak  with  you  today.   This  is  the  third  year  that  a 
panel  from  the  Pittsburgh  area  has  appeared  before  the  subcommittee  on 
behalf  of  the  Port  Authority  (PAT)  of  Allegheny  County's  Airport  and 
East  Busway  expansion  program.   I  think  that  the  individuals  and 
officials  that  appear  today  once  again  speaks  to  the  strength  of  the 
project  and,  more  importantly,  to  the  commitment  of  the  City  of 
Pittsburgh,  Allegheny  County,  and  the  Commonwealth  of  Pennsylvania. 

Many  of  you  are  familiar  with  PAT's  innovative  busway  program.   The 
PAT  Airport  and  East  Busway  project  have  served  as  a  model  for  other 
major  U.S.  transit  systems.   I  was  honored  to  host  the  former  Ranking 
Member  of  your  subcommittee,  Hon.  Lawrence  Coughlin,  in  Pittsburgh 
last  year  for  a  site  visit  and  ride  on  PAT's  East  Busway.   As  the 
subcommittee  has  a  few  new  members  this  year,  I  have  enclosed  a  brief 
overview  of  the  program  as  well  as  some  maps  detailing  the  expansion 
project.   In  particular,  the  East  Busway  expansion  is  extremely 
important  to  the  economic  development  and  growth  of  the  "Mon  Valley" 
portion  of  Allegheny  County  which  I  represent.   I  will  again  be 
speaking  with  you  individually  about  the  proposed  busway  expansion  in 
my  district,  and  I  remain  available  to  discuss  the  proposal. 

Last  year,  I  shared  with  you  the  long-term  infrastructure  needs  of 
greater  Pittsburgh.   Allegheny  County  (encompassing  the  City  of 
Pittsburgh  and  suburban  communities)  opened  a  new  airport  terminal  on 
October  1,  1992,  to  the  west  of  downtown  Pittsburgh.   The  $800  million 
project  is  opening  tremendous  economic  opportunities  for  the  region. 
The  Airport  Busway  will  link  our  residential  communities  with  this 
growth  area. 


One  of  the  major 
the  lack  of  a  viabl 
County  to  the  city 
the  western  edge  of 
through  the  mountai 
in  the  region,  the 
through  t.he  mountai 
The  33-year-old  and 
structures  must  be 
1995-1996  to  begin 
the  transportation 


problems  still  confronting  the  Pittsburgh  area  is 
e  transportation  corridor  from  eastern  Allegheny 
and  the  new  airport.   With  Mt.  Washington  bordering 

the  city,  the  transportation  corridor  funnels 
n  via  two  tunnels.   With  the  absence  of  a  beltway 
entire  western  portion  of  the  county  must  channel 
n  at  these  two  points  to  gain  access  to  downtown. 

heavily  travelled  Ft.  Pitt  Bridge  and  Tunnel 
closed  for  repairs.   PennDOT  can  wait  no  later  than 
the  one  to  two-year  repair  project.   The  closure  of 
artery  poses  serious  problems  for  the  county. 


PAT'S  busways  have  had  and  will  continue  to  have  a  significant 
impact  in  alleviating  these  transportation  challenges.   My 
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constituents  in  the  18th  District  were  extremely  pleased  with  your 
endorsement  of  the  Airport  and  East  Busway  projects  through  the  $14 
million  federal  "new  start"  allocation  in  FY  1992  and  $22  million 
allocation  in  FY  1993. 

The  Airport  and  East  Busway  funding  proposal  submitted  in  1991 
detailed  an  overall  five-year  funding  plan.   The  $14  million 
allocation  in  the  fiscal  year  1992  appropriations  bill  represented 
funding  for  the  first  of  the  project's  five  phases.   Last  year's 
appropriation  enabled  PAT  to  complete  the  geographic  and  feasibility 
studies  for  busway  expansion.   The  $39.5  million  request  last  year  and 
the  $56.5  million  current  request  reflects  the  bulk  of  the  federal 
money  concentrated  in  the  second  and  third  stages  of  the  five-year 
plan.   Today's  request  will  permit  PAT  to  start  the  major  elements  of 
the  overall  program--expansion  of  the  current  East  Busway  south  and 
east  of  downtown  Pittsburgh  and  actual  construction  of  the  new  Airport 
Busway  west  of  the  city's  downtown  area. 

Since  the  other  panelists  have  concentrated  on  the  Airport  Busway 
construction,  I  want  to  focus  my  remarks  on  the  East  Busway  expansion 
proposal.   In  your  subcommittee  hearings  over  the  last  two  years,  I 
spoke  about  the  need  for  a  viable  public  transportation  link  between 
the  older  industrial  communities  of  Pittsburgh  and  the  new  job 
opportunities  associated  with  the  Midfield  Terminal.   These  older 
industrial  communities  make-up  my  18th  Congressional  District.   Under 
redistrlcting,  my  district  was  shifted  to  cover  the  entire  eastern 
portion  of  Allegheny  County  (map  enclosed).   The  problems  these 
communities  face  not  only  with  access  to  public  transportation,  but 
with  the  existence  and  general  availability  of  any  viable 
transportation  corridors,  are  very  real.   There  is  no  greater  need  in 
the  county  right  now  than  to  expand  transportation  access  into  the 
eastern  communities  and  the  Hon  Valley. 

Funding  from  your  subcommittee  will  permit  expansion  of  the  Martin 
Luther  King,  Jr.  East  Busway  from  Wilkinsburg  south  through  Edgewood 
and  Swissvale  to  Rankin.   Future  expansion  will  push  further  south  to 
McKeesport  and  east  to  Pitcairn.   An  expansion  of  transportation 
alternatives  is  directly  related  to  intangible  economic  opportunities. 
This  expansion  is  a  crucial  element  of  my  work  in  spurring  greater 
Investment  and  economic  growth  in  an  area  which  at  one  time  was  the 
most  productive  steel  producing  region  in  the  country.   The  East 
Busway  will  financially  bolster  pockets  of  my  district  which  have  been 
generally  underserved  by  local,  state,  and  federal  programs. 

I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  reaffirm  my  commitment  to  the 
future  of  transportation  in  Pittsburgh.   This  future  is  again 
dependent,  to  a  large  degree,  on  your  funding  of  PAT's  Airport  and 
East  Busways.   I  sincerely  hope  that  you  will  maintain  your  support  of 
Pittsburgh  transportation  in  your  FY  1994  appropriations. 
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Introduction 

Port  Authority  of  Allegheny  County  introduced  the  concept  of  two-lane  exclusive  busways  with  the 
opening  of  the  South  Busway  in  1977.  It  is  4.3  miles  long  and  currently  serves  16,000  passengers  every  weekday. 
The  Martin  luther  King,  )r.  East  Busway,  completed  in  1983,  is  6.8  miles  long  and  carries  more  than  30,000  riders 
each  weekday. 

Together,  with  more  than  46,000  daily  riders,  the  busways  account  for  about  15%  of  daily  transit  ridership 
in  Allegheny  County.  With  more  than  4,000  daily  passengers  per  mile  of  guideway,  these  two  facilities  are  among 
the  most  cost-effective  new  transit  facilities  in  the  country, 

The  busways  provide  great  benefits  to  PAT  riders  a  well  as  to  all  Allegheny  County  residents.  Riders  benefit 
from  greater  service  reliability  as  well  as  time  savings  of  more  than  50%  for  many  trips.  The  East  Busway  alone 
attracts  over  10,000  riders  out  of  their  automobiles  and  onto  transit  daily.  Despite  a  13%  population  toss  in 
the  adjacent  corridor  area  since  1980,  ridership  on  the  East  Busway  has  grown  almost  40%  during  Its  eight 
years  of  operation. 

Port  Authority's  busways  have  proven  to  be  successful  public  investments.  They  provide  fast,  safe 
transportation  for  PAT  riders,  have  reduced  auto  usage  and  have  spurred  redevelopment  in  some  of  Allegheny 
Counlyls  oldest  communities. 
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Wednesday,  March  24,  1993. 
ORLANDO  STREETCAR  PROJECT  (OSCAR) 

WITNESSES 

HON.  CORRINE  BROWN,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 
STATE  OF  FLORIDA 

HON.  BILL  McCOLLUM,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 
STATE  OF  FLORIDA 

MAYOR  GLENDA  E.  HOOD,  ORLANDO,  FL 

Mr.  Carr.  Our  next  witnesses  will  be  our  good  friends  from  Flori- 
da, Congresswoman  Corrine  Brown  and  Congressman  Bill  McCol- 
lum  with  Mayor  Glenda  Hood  from  Orlando. 

Mr.  McCoLLUM.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

It's  a  pleasure  to  have  Corrine  Brown  with  me  today  because  this 
is  the  first  time  since  the  last  election  when  Orlando  gained  her  £is 
a  new  Representative  to  represent  part  of  the  city.  So  we  are  shar- 
ing an  honor  of  introducing  our  mayor  today. 

I  don't  know  how  many  of  you  have  met  Glenda  Hood  before,  but 
Glenda  is  the  immediate  past  president  of  the  National  Leeigue  of 
Cities,  served  as  a  very  prominent  city  commissioner  for  a  number 
of  years  in  Orlando,  and  is  just  5  months  on  the  job  as  our  new 
mayor,  the  first  woman  and  the  youngest  mayor  in  the  history  of 
Orlando. 

She  is  here  today  to  talk  to  you  about  Project  OSCAR,  as  you  are 
probably  aware,  has  received  some  Federal  design  funding  in  the 
past.  She  is  here  to  seek  additional  funding  for  that. 

I  think  one  of  the  great  features  of  this  is  the  fact  that  we  are 
not  going  to  be  requesting  or  ever  asking  for  operating  subsidies  for 
this  once  it  is  done. 

With  that  in  mind,  having  made  my  very  minimal  introduction 
of  the  person  who  is  going  to  say  it,  I  will  turn  it  over  to  Corrine 
Brown  and  let  her  say  a  few  words. 

Ms.  Brown.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  com- 
mittee. 

I  want  to  assure  you  that  this  is  truly  bipartisan.  We  are  here 
representing  Orlando.  I  hope  you  noted  that  the  women  are  run- 
ning the  cities  now.  [Laughter.] 

It  is  really  a  pleasure  for  me  to  introduce  the  mayor  of  Orlando. 

Let  me  say  that  during  the  campaign  I  spent  a  lot  of  time  in  Or- 
lando. If  there  was  ever  an  area  in  the  country  that  needed  addi- 
tional ways  to  get  people  out  of  cars  and  into  another  mode  of 
transportation,  it  is  Orlando.  There  are  times  that  I  would  arrive 
in  the  city  of  Orlando  at  7:30  or  8:00  and  it  would  be  10:30  before  I 
could  get  to  the  downtown  area  if  an  accident  had  occurred. 

So  truly  ridership  is  not  a  question  in  this  particular  area.  Being 
on  the  Economic  Development  Subcommittee  of  the  Public  Works 
and  Transportation  Committee,  I  am  delighted  to  note  that  if  this 
project  is  approved,  that  would  help  to  stimulate  jobs  in  the  area  of 
manufacturing  this  year. 

It  is  a  real  honor  and  a  pleasure  for  me  to  introduce  the  new 
mayor  of  Orlando,  Mayor  Hood. 

Mr.  Carr.  Mayor,  it  is  good  to  have  you  here.  Welcome. 
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Mayor  Hood.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  would  hke  to  congratulate  you  on  one  thing.  I  was  in 
your  State  recently.  As  a  lover  of  art,  I  was  most  impressed  with 
your  City  Hall  and  your  local  ordinance  whereby  you  put  aside  1 
percent  of  project  money  for  public  works  of  art. 

Mayor  Hood.  Yes,  we  do. 

Mr.  Carr.  It  was  really  truly  impressive. 

Mayor  Hood.  Thank  you.  We  are  proud  of  it.  I  am  glad  you  had 
an  opportunity  to  visit,  but  I  am  sorry  that  I  was  unable  to  person- 
ally greet  you  at  that  time. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee  and  staff  present,  I 
am  Glenda  Hood,  mayor  of  the  city  of  Orlando.  I  indeed  appreciate 
the  time  you  have  given  me  to  be  here  today  and  to  talk  to  you  a 
little  bit  more  or  add  to  your  knowledge  about  the  OSCAR  project 
in  Orlando. 

I  know  your  schedule  is  busy,  as  always,  so  I  will  be  as  brief  as  I 
can  and  summarize  the  comments  that  I  know  have  been  presented 
to  you  in  written  testimony. 

Some  of  you  may  recall  that  I  was  here  last  year  talking  about 
OSCAR.  OSCAR  is  short  for  Orlando  Streetcar.  It  is  a  2-mile  tran- 
sit circulator  that  connects  our  major  downtown  employment  cen- 
ters. It  is  a  very  modest  project  in  scale  and  in  cost  as  well.  I  hope 
that  you  are  pleased  to  hear  that.  But  more  importantly,  it  repre- 
sents an  expansion  of  an  already  successful  transit  service  in  our 
community. 

Over  the  past  several  years,  Orlando  has  developed  a  system  of 
peripheral  parking  that  intercepts  some  of  35,000  downtown  em- 
ployees before  they  drive  all  the  way  into  the  downtown  area.  A 
transit  shuttle  system  brings  them  the  rest  of  the  way  into  the 
downtown  work  sites  in  just  a  few  short  minutes. 

This  shuttle  also  provides  a  means  for  people  to  get  around 
within  our  downtown  not  only  during  work  hours,  but  early  morn- 
ing until  early  evening  for  other  opportunities. 

We  have  recently  accomplished  a  number  of  noteworthy  mile- 
stones in  the  development  of  this  system.  I  think  those  are  enumer- 
ated in  the  written  testimony  you  have  received. 

Since  1990  we  have  opened  an  additional  parking  garage,  and  we 
have  added  a  child  care  center  at  the  intercept  site.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  understand  that  that  is  something  of  interest  to  you. 

We  have  implemented  a  transportation  management  association. 
We  have  increased  the  transit  shuttle  buses  in  daily  service  from 
five  to  eight  in  number  in  downtown.  We  have  improved  the  fre- 
quency of  service  from  7  minutes  to  5  minutes.  And  we  have  also 
implemented  a  guaranteed  ride  home  program  in  downtown. 

As  a  result  of  these  improvements,  nearly  2,000  people  are  now 
riding  our  downtown  shuttles  every  weekday. 

Funding  for  this  downtown  transit  operation  comes  from  inter- 
cept parking  revenues  and  from  a  special  district  that  taxes  down- 
town property.  And  let  me  emphasize  that  our  request  is  not  oper- 
ation because  we  know  that  through  these  parking  revenues  and 
the  special  taxes  in  the  downtown  area  we  will  receive  our  operat- 
ing funds.  We  are  only  asking  for  dollars  for  design  and  vehicles. 

No  State  or  Federal  operating  are  used  to  support  the  downtown 
system  at  all.  We  feel  that  this  approach  is  very  sound.  We  know 
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that  it  works  because  our  ridership  has  in  fact  increased  100  per- 
cent since  we  eliminated  fares  and  increased  the  service  in  1992. 

The  transit  system  and  service  is  also  keeping  thousands  of  daily 
auto  trips  off  our  downtown  streets,  again  through  the  process  of 
peripheral  parking  and  bringing  workers  to  the  downtown  area. 
Because  of  this  success,  we  plan  to  continue  using  this  same  formu- 
la to  fund  our  operations  of  the  OSCAR  project  in  the  future. 

I  think  you  are  all  aware  that  many  cities  have  chosen  to  expand 
their  transit  systems  by  building  expensive  new  regional  rail  corri- 
dors. Without  being  critical  of  any  of  my  fellow  associates  in  cities 
across  the  country,  I  will  say  though,  that  Orlando  is  taking  a  very 
different  approach.  We  intend  to  move  incrementally  making  cap- 
ital investments  very  cautiously,  and  in  response  to  the  observed 
user  demand  that  we  see. 

So  OSCAR  is  not  the  first  leg  of  a  big  new  regional  rail  system. 
Rather,  it  is  a  stand-alone  downtown  circulator. 

Now,  the  project  will  directly  exchange  passengers  with  our  re- 
gional bus  transit  network  at  our  downtown  terminal.  And  we  are 
planning  the  route  and  the  layout  and  station  locations  with  the 
future  in  mind  with  future  multimodal  systems  that  we  hope  will 
come  about. 

Our  ridership  forecasts  we  feel  are  very  responsible  and  very 
conservative.  We  anticipate  that  OSCAR  will  carry  4,600  daily  pas- 
sengers in  its  first  year.  That  represents  about  a  150  percent  in- 
crease from  the  1,800  passengers  that  we  are  now  carrying  on  a 
daily  average  in  1993.  Please  note  that  the  current  ridership  of 
1,800  represents  a  100  percent  increase  from  the  900  daily  passen- 
gers that  we  saw  in  1991. 

And  over  the  next  few  months  we  will  be  breaking  ground  on 
some  major  development  in  the  downtown  area,  two  major  new 
projects  that  will  each  fill  an  entire  city  block.  So  we  think  it  is 
very  important  to  move  ahead  now  with  this  downtown  circulator. 

It  is  needed  not  to  spur  downtown  development,  obviously,  but  to 
serve  that  growing  downtown  employment  base  with  efficient 
transportation.  OSCAR  is  one  of  the  projects  that  is  identified  in 
and  specifically  authorized  by  the  1991  ISTEA.  Your  committee  ap- 
propriated funding  for  OSCAR  both  in  1991  and  1992.  This  Federal 
assistance  has  been  important  to  us  and  we  have  put  the  money  to 
very  good  use. 

Today  we  are  seeing  $7  million  in  fiscal  year  1994  section  3  fund- 
ing to  finish  the  design  and  to  undertake  procurement  of  the  vehi- 
cles needed  to  start  service,  as  I  said  earlier.  These  funds  will  be 
fully  utilized  by  the  end  of  this  calendar  year.  Again,  I  know  that 
is  important  to  you.  That  is  something  that  was  emphasized  last 
year. 

While  the  capital  cost  estimate  for  this  project  is  $48  million, 
we're  only  asking  for  what  we  know  we  can  spend  promptly.  We  do 
need  the  $7  million  to  stay  on  schedule  for  1997  initiation  of  serv- 
ice. And  because  of  its  modest  scale  and  its  concentrated  service 
market,  OSCAR  will  perform  more  efficiently  than  most  new  tran- 
sit services,  we  believe.  This  inherent  efficiency  allows  the  leading 
alternatives  to  meet  cost-effectiveness  criteria  developed  by  FTA. 
The  cost-effectiveness  indexes  for  all  the  leading  alternatives  are 
less  than  the  $6  standard  recommended  by  FTA. 
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Our  forecasts  indicate  that  OSCAR  will  carry  people  for  an  oper- 
ating cost  of  about  98  percent  per  passenger  in  the  year  2010. 

I  would  like  to  close  by  again  thanking  you  for  your  time,  inter- 
est, and  support  in  the  past.  I  would  like  to  submit  a  map  and  some 
quick  facts  about  the  OSCAR  project  to  you.  I  don't  know  if  you 
have  received  this  yet,  but  I  don't  think  it  was  attached  to  the 
original  statement. 

Mr.  Carr.  We  would  like  to  receive  it. 

Mayor  Hood.  We  are  very  proud  of  our  transportation  system  in 
Orlando.  As  I  said,  we're  having  an  emerging  transit  program.  We 
feel  that  we  are  approaching  this  in  a  very  different  way,  as  we  do 
everything  in  our  community.  We  feel  it  is  a  very  modest  but  very 
important  project  that  is  appropriate  for  your  section  3  investment. 
We  think  that  it  is  worthy  of  completion  within  the  current  Sur- 
face Transportation  authorization. 

Again,  thank  you  for  your  past  support.  I  look  forward  to  con- 
tinuing to  have  your  participation  in  the  next  2  years.  I  invite  you 
to  be  with  us  when  we  initiate  that  service  in  1996.  I  would  be  glad 
to  answer  any  questions  at  this  time. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mayor  Hood  follows:] 
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The   OSCAR  Project  Mayor  Glenda  E.  Hood 


Good  morning.  My  name  is  Glenda  Hood  and  I  am  the  Mayor  of  the 
City  of  Orlando.  I  know  you  have  a  busy  schedule  this  morning  and  I 
appreciate  the  time  you  have  given  me  to  tell  you  about  Orlando's 
OSCAR  project. 

Some  of  you  may  recall  from  my  visit  last  year  that  OSCAR  -  short  for 
Orlando  Streetcar  -  will  be  a  2-mile  transit  circulator  connecting  our 
major  downtown  employment  centers.  This  is  a  modest  project  in  scale 
and  in  cost.  Its  purpose  is  to  move  people,  and  to  do  so  as  efficiently  as 
possible. 

A  Successful  Downtown  Circulator 

OSCAR  is  not  an  experiment.  Instead  it  represents  an  expansion  of  an 
already-successful  transit  service.  We  are  not  building  this  project  to 
create  demand  for  transit,  but  rather  to  respond  to  demand  for  transit. 

Over  the  past  several  years,  Orlando  has  developed  a  system  of 
peripheral  parking  that  intercepts  some  of  our  35,000  downtown 
workers  before  they  drive  all  of  the  way  into  downtown.  A  transit 
shuttle  system  brings  them  the  rest  of  the  way  to  their  worksites  in  a  few 
short  minutes.  This  shuttle  also  provides  a  means  for  people  to  get 
around  within  our  downtown  from  early  morning  until  early  evening. 

Since  1990  we  have: 

opened  an  additional  parking  garage; 
added  a  childcare  center  at  the  intercept  site; 
implemented  a  transportation  management  association; 
increased  the  buses  in  daily  service  from  5  to  8; 
improved  the  frequency  of  service  from  7  to  5  minutes;  and, 
implemented  a  guaranteed  ride  home  program. 

As  a  result  of  these  improvements,  nearly  2,000  people  now  ride  our 
downtown  shuttles  every  weekday. 
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An  Innovative  Approach  to  Transit  Funding 

There  are  no  free  rides  in  transportation  and  Orlando's  downtown 
transit  system  is  no  exception. 

Funding  for  downtown  transit  operations  comes  from  intercept  parking 
revenues  and  from  a  special  district  that  taxes  downtown  property.  No 
state  or  federal  operating  funds  are  used  to  support  the  downtown 
system. 

To  boost  ridership  and  speed  service  we  do  not  collect  fares  on  the 
shuttle  buses.  Instead,  our  approach  is  to  require  downtown  employers 
and  property  owners  to  fund  this  transportation  service  for  their 
employees  and  customers.  The  employees  also  pay  a  part  of  the  costs 
through  their  monthly  parking  fees  which  are  currently  set  at  about  half 
of  the  downtown  market  rate  for  monthly  covered  parking. 

We  feel  this  formula  is  fair  and  encourages  ridership.  We  know  it 
works  because  ridership  has  increased  100%  since  we  eliminated  fares 
and  increased  service  in  1992.  It  also  keeps  thousands  of  daily  auto  trips 
off  our  downtov^m  streets.  We  plan  to  continue  using  this  formula  to 
fund  operations  of  the  OSCAR  project. 

As  our  peripheral  parking  center  reaches  capacity,  we  will  derive 
between  $500,000  and  $1  million  annually  from  dedicated  parking 
revenues.  The  parking  revenues  are  backed-up  by  the  resources  of  our 
downtown  district  which  currently  has  an  annual  budget  of  about  $8 
million.  With  OSCAR  annual  operations  costs  in  the  year  2010  forecast 
at  about  $2  million  we  are  confident  of  adequate  funding  for  operations 
regardless  of  any  potential  cost  or  ridership  uncertainties. 

I  want  to  make  an  important  point  here  about  Orlando's  commitment 
to  transit.  Our  urban  area  is  served  by  a  small,  but  well-managed, 
regional  transit  system  known  as  LYNX.  The  City  of  Orlando  has  placed 
a  high  priority  on  helping  this  bus  system  grow  and  has  committed  to 
an  aggressive  program  of  steadily  growing  financial  support. 
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The  City's  policy  is  that  OSCAR  should  neither  detract  from,  nor  reduce 
the  funding  available  to,  the  regional  LYNX  system.  We  have  identified 
entirely  separate  sources  of  capital  and  operating  funding  for  downtown 
circulation.  In  fact,  the  presence  of  a  downtov^m  circulator  strengthens 
the  regional  transit  system  by  boosting  ridership  to  downtown. 

Other  cities  have  experienced  financial  difficulties  when  their  new  rail 
projects  drained  operating  funds  from  their  existing  transit  services. 
We  will  not  repeat  this  mistake.  Rather,  we  have  ensured  that  the 
regional  transit  service  will  continue  to  have  adequate  funding  for 
operations,  maintenance,  and  routine  capitalization  even  as  we  add 
new  components,  such  as  OSCAR,  to  the  system. 

A  Carefully-Planned  Project 

While  many  cities  have  chosen  to  expand  their  transit  systems  by 
building  expensive  new  regional  rail  corridors,  Orlando  intends  to 
move  incrementally,  making  capital  investments  cautiously  and  in 
response  to  observed  user  demand. 

OSCAR  is  not  intended  as  the  first  leg  of  a  regional  rail  system.  Rather, 
it  is  a  stand-alone  activity  center  circulator.  Of  course,  it  is  being 
planned  to  facilitate  direct  interchange  of  passengers  with  our  regional 
bus  transit  network  at  its  downtown  terminal. 

We  have  also  ensured  that  the  route  layout  and  station  locations  are 
planned  in  the  context  of  a  future  multimodal  system.  If  Orlando 
develops  a  rail  transit  system  in  the  future,  it  will  directly  interconnect, 
and  trade  passengers  with,  OSCAR.  In  fact,  we  are  looking  so  far  into 
the  future  that  one  of  our  key  station  locations  is  being  planned  vdth  an 
eye  to  the  possible  construction  of  an  intercity  Florida  High  Speed  Rail 
system,  should  that  ongoing  effort  by  the  State  of  Florida  succeed. 

However,  none  of  those  possible  future  additions  to  the  transportation 
network  has  been  included  in  our  ridership  forecasts.  Our  staff  and 
consultants  have  been  instructed  to  use  conservative  estimates  in 
forecasting  patronage  and  not  to  use  questionable  assumptions  about 
future  events  or  trends. 
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When  we  forecast  that  OSCAR  will  carry  4,600  daily  passengers  in  the 
first  year  of  operations  (1997),  that  should  be  viewed  in  the  context  of 
the  1,800  passengers  we  are  already  carrpng  every  day  in  1993,  up  from 
900  in  1991.  Although  downtown  Orlando  employment  is  expected  to 
double  to  70,000  by  2010,  we  are  confident  of  the  ridership  forecasts  even 
if  actual  growth  is  substantially  lower  than  predicted. 

We  are  aware  of  the  recent  experience  in  this  country  with  transit 
investment  performance  and  are  determined  not  to  repeat  the  errors  of 
the  past.  Many  cities  are  attempting  to  use  transit  improvements  to 
leverage  private  sector  development  and  thereby  foster  employment 
growth.  By  contrast,  Orlando  is  trying  to  meet  the  needs  of  a  growing 
employment  base  by  providing  useful,  efficient  transportation. 

The  Proposed  Federal  Role 

OSCAR  is  one  of  the  projects  identified  in  and  specifically  authorized  by 
the  1991  ISTEA  legislation.  Congress  has  already  appropriated  funding 
in  both  1991  and  1992  for  the  project.  The  $2.5  million  in  Section  3 
funding  you  have  provided  over  the  past  two  years  is  being  combined 
with  state  and  local  moneys  to  fund  planning  and  engineering.  This 
federal  assistance  has  been  important  to  us  and  we  are  putting  the 
money  to  good  use. 

The  capital  cost  estimate  for  this  project  is  $48  million.  However,  today 
we  are  seeking  $7  million  in  FY  93-94  Section  3  funds  to  finish  design 
and  to  undertake  procurement  of  the  five  vehicles  needed  to  initiate 
service.  This  funding  will  be  utilized  by  the  end  of  the  calendar  year. 

This  may  be  a  smaller  amount  of  money  than  this  committee  is 
normally  asked  to  address.  However,  for  Orlando,  your  assistance  is 
critical  to  keeping  the  project  on  schedule  for  a  planned  January,  1997 
start-up  of  service.  We  realize  this  committee  has  an  interest  in  holding 
down  the  percentage  of  federal  participation  in  Section  3  projects.  This 
enables  you  to  extend  scarce  discretionary  funding  to  as  many  needy 
projects  as  possible  and  also  encourages  local  effort. 
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However,  I  also  know  that  you  have  a  vital  interest  in  managing  the 
Section  3  program  as  an  investment  fund  by  placing  the  money  where  it 
will  generate  the  highest  yields.  In  this  respect,  the  OSCAR  project  will 
compare  more  than  favorably  with  its  competition. 


A  Cost-Effective  Investment 

The  scale  of  this  project  is  decidedly  modest.  Less  than  2  miles  in 
round-trip  length  and  less  than  $50  million  in  total  capital  cost,  it  is  a 
carefully-planned  addition  to  our  transit  system  that  is  targeted  to  a 
specific  and  proven  transit  market. 

Because  of  its  modest  scale  and  concentrated  service  market,  OSCAR 
will  perform  more  efficiently  than  most  new  transit  services.  Our 
forecasts,  developed  through  the  FTA  "alternatives  analysis"  process, 
indicate  that  OSCAR  will  move  people  in  downtown  Orlando  in  the 
year  2010  for  an  operating  cost  of  about  98c  per  rider,  less  than  one  third 
of  the  forecast  average  cost  per  rider  on  our  regional  system  in  that  year. 

We  are  also  pleased  to  note  that  the  leading  alternatives  under 
consideration  meet  the  cost  effectiveness  index  developed  by  the  Federal 
Transit  Administration  for  evaluation  of  this  kind  of  project.  The  FTA 
"Cost  per  New  Rider  Index"  for  the  leading  alternatives  range  from 
$3.55  to  $5.62,  compared  to  the  $6  criterion  used  by  FTA  staff. 

I  would  also  like  to  note  that  the  OSCAR  project  alternatives  under 
study  do  not  include  any  sleek  monorails,  elevated  people-movers,  or 
huge  commuter  trains.  We  have  no  interest  in  a  glitzy  high-tech  ego 
statement  designed  to  "put  Orlando  on  the  map." 

Instead,  our  proposed  technology  is  nothing  more  grandiose  than 
ordinary  street  trolleys  drawing  efficient  electric  power  from  an 
overhead  wire  and  operating  in  existing  downtown  public  space.  Also, 
let  me  assure  you  that,  when  the  time  comes,  the  City  Council  and  I  will 
make  the  final  selection  of  a  preferred  alternative  based  on 
performance,  not  glitz. 
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I  would  like  to  add  a  note  here  about  process.  At  every  step  in  the 
development  of  this  project,  our  staff  has  worked  willingly  and 
competently  within  the  FTA's  major  capital  project  development 
process.  The  project  has  benefited  from  the  advice  and  assistance  of 
FTA  staff.  We  value  our  partnership  with  the  Federal  government  and 
are  confident  we  can  meet  the  standards  and  requirements  of  the  capital 
investment  review  process. 


Conclusion 

Let  me  dose  by  again  thanking  you  for  your  time  and  interest. 

The  City  of  Orlando  is  proud  of  its  transportation  system  and  its 
•emerging  transit  program.  OSCAR  is  an  integral  component  of  that 
program.  It  is  a  modest  but  important  project  appropriate  for  Section  3 
investment  and  worthy  of  completion  within  the  current  surface 
transportation  authorization. 

I  would  like  to  invite  you  to  share  our  excitement  and  satisfaction  at  a 
job  well  done  by  coming  to  Orlando  and  taking  part  in  the  January,  1997 
initiation  of  service. 

Please  be  warned  that  if  you  do  attend  you  will  not  see  an  expensive, 
elevated  monument  to  engineering  prowess  and  mayoral  ambition. 
Instead  you  will  have  to  be  satisfied  with  a  low-cost  transit  circulator 
designed  to  move  people  efficiently  and  effectively  ~  a  workhorse 
providing  mobility  and  access  in  a  very  business-like  downtown. 

We  appreciate  your  past  support  and  look  forward  to  your  continued 
participation  over  the  next  two  years. 

Thank  you! 
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Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you. 

You  are  absolutely  right  that  Orlando  has  distinguished  itself  in 
its  approach  to  mobility  problems.  There  are  too  many  communi- 
ties that  come  before  us  with  grandiose  schemes  that  end  up  poten- 
tially being  white  elephants.  It  appears  that  you  have  taken  a  very 
modest  and  incremental  approach. 

That  being  the  case,  though,  I  am  a  little  curious  as  to  why  with 
service  to  start  4  years  from  now  you  feel  it  is  the  time  to  com- 
mence the  procurement  of  five  vehicles.  The  lead  times  for  manu- 
facture of  vehicles  is  not  4  years.  Lead  time  is  generally  18  months 
or  so.  Then  you  have  a  little  time  for  testing  and  a  few  other 
things.  I  am  curious  as  to  the  phasing  of  this. 

Mayor  Hood.  As  I  said,  we  are  trying  to  do  this  in  an  incremen- 
tal way.  We  have  had  it  indicated  to  us  that  our  timing  is  appropri- 
ate as  far  as  the  procurement  of  vehicles,  as  far  as  looking  at  the 
different  alternatives — and  I  must  say  that  we  are  still  studying 
the  different  alternatives,  whether  it  is  a  bus  or  a  trolley — and  we 
want  to  make  sure  that  we  are  moving  in  an  incremental  way  so 
that  we  can  meet  those  demands  of  development  beginning  to  occur 
in  the  downtown  area. 

For  example,  there  is  a  major  courthouse  project  that  has  just 
been  announced  to  move  ahead  that  will  take  up  an  entire  city 
block.  It  is  very  important  to  us  that  we  meet  that  1997  deadline.  If 
we're  not  doing  this  in  an  incremental  way  and  asking  for  those 
modest  amounts  over  that  period  of  time,  then  we  will  not  be  able 
to  begin  service,  and  then  we  will  have  problems  beyond  that  1997 
date  and  I  will  have  to  be  here  asking  for  different  things  and  look- 
ing at  different  alternatives  than  we  are  now. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  think  we  want  to  work  with  you.  I  am  just  a  little 
troubled  by  the  idea  of  buying  five  cars  now  that  probably  would 
be  delivered  well  in  advance  of  your  need  to  put  them  into  service. 

The  other  thing  is  that  I  endorse  and  encourage  you  to  follow 
your  incremental  approach,  but  if  you  haven't  settled  on  the  vehi- 
cle itself,  and  yet  you're  telling  us  that  all  the  money  would  be 
spent  in  this  calendar  year,  which  is  the  first  3  months  of  the  fiscal 
year. 

Mayor  Hood.  We  would  make  our  decision  and  the  order  would 
be  placed  in  late  1993  or  early  1994  for  those  vehicles.  It  takes 
about  18  to  24  months  on  those.  So  that  puts  us  out  to  1996  and  to 
begin  operation  in  1997.  So  that  is  the  timing  we  have  looked  at. 
As  I  said,  we  determined  that  it  was  very  appropriate. 

Mr.  Carr.  When  do  you  anticipate  making  your  decision  on  the 
vehicle? 

Mayor  Hood.  In  the  coming  months.  We  are  ready  to  go  out  for 
public  hearings.  We  have  looked  at  several  different  alternatives. 
Right  now,  it  seems  as  if  the  best  buy  is  really  the  trolley  for  sever- 
al reasons,  not  only  because  of  the  corridor  it  takes  up,  a  narrower 
corridor  in  a  dedicated  lane.  We  are  looking  at  environmental 
impact,  both  noise  and  air  pollution.  We  are  looking  at  time  of  the 
trips.  We  find  that  with  a  trolley  we  can  cut  down  on  the  time  be- 
tween stops.  The  size  of  the  vehicle  is  another  consideration.  It  is 
all  leaning  toward  the  trolley  as  opposed  to  the  bus. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  think  we  would  probably  want  to  help  you  out  here. 
I  would  hope  that  prior  to  our  markup  you  would  be  able  to  update 
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us  a  little  bit  as  to  what  is  going  on.  It  is  better  for  us  if  we  can  say 
that  this  is  money  that  will  be  used  for  five  trolleys  or  for  five 
buses.  It  is  harder  for  us  to  justify  to  taxpayers  around  the  country 
why  we  should  appropriate  money  to  buy  five  of  something  that 
you're  going  to  decide  upon  later  on. 

Mayor  Hood.  Right  now,  we  are  waiting  for  approval  from  FTA. 
We  expect  to  have  our  public  hearing  in  June.  We  would  expect  to 
know  at  that  point  in  time.  But  we  need  to  continue  to  move  for- 
ward, as  we  are  all  aware,  in  making  sure  that  we  stay  on  schedule 
and  that  we're  able  to  begin  service  in  1997. 

Mr.  Carr.  From  this  Member's  point  of  view,  we  look  forward  to 
working  with  you.  I  think  you  have  taken  a  very  common  sense  in- 
cremental approach  that  should  be  an  example  for  other  communi- 
ties in  this  country.  That  kind  of  an  effort  I  think  should  be  re- 
warded, but  I  think  we  need  to  tie  down  some  details  before  we 
make  a  final  commitment. 

Mayor  Hood.  I  understand  that.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Wolf? 

Mr.  Wolf.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  want  to  welcome  Bill  and  Madame  Mayor. 

If  the  Chairman  would  look  at  the  map  that  was  provided,  you 
have  really  gone  very  far  to  lobby  this  committee  because  the  trol- 
ley car  goes  directly  by  the  Bob  Carr  Theater.  [Laughter.] 

Mr.  Carr.  If  they  had  named  their  City  Hall  for  me,  then  they 
would  have  the  money.  [Laughter.] 

I  have  heard  about  that  building  for  years  and  years  and  years 
because  when  I  began  public  service,  people  from  Michigan,  in  par- 
ticular, who  go  to  Florida  and  back  again  were  fully  aware  of  it 
and  were  either  amused  by  it  or  asked  if  that  was  a  relative  of 
mine. 

It  certainly  is  not.  It  is  a  distinguished  former  mayor  of  Orlando. 

Mayor  Hood.  That's  correct.  And  it  is  part  of  our  centerplex  area 
where  our  arena  and  exhibition  center  and  hotel  is  located.  It  is  a 
major  employment  center.  Across  the  street  is  one  of  those  periph- 
eral sites  where  we  presently  have  workers  from  the  downtown 
area  park  and  then  we  take  them  by  shuttle  bus  into  the  major 
downtown  area. 

Mr.  McCoLLUM.  Mr.  Wolf,  can  I  interject  on  that  building  be- 
cause I  have  been  here  long  enough  to  know  that  Federal  dollars 
contributed  to  that.  It  is  a  metered  garage  with  a  child  care  center 
in  it.  That  was  an  innovative  project  at  the  time,  and  it  is  a  very 
important  link  because  it  is  an  effort  to  utilize  the  parking  that  is 
not  utilized  at  the  arena  during  the  day  to  try  to  alleviate  that 
downtown  parking  problem. 

That  is  why  the  child  care  center  was  put  in  it  at  the  time  and  so 
forth.  It  is  intricately  related  to  this  whole  project. 

Mayor  Hood.  We  felt  that  joining  the  garage  with  a  child  care 
center  was  a  very  unique  concept. 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  think  that  is  an  excellent  idea.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  I 
included  an  amendment  in  our  bill  a  few  years  ago  directing  Metro 
do  that.  I  got  the  idea  from  the  former  chairman,  Mr.  Lehman, 
when  we  looked  at  the  Miami  system.  We  adopted  that  up  here  in 
the  Washington  area. 

Is  this  the  system  whereby  nobody  pays,  you  just  get  on? 
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Mayor  Hood.  That's  correct.  It  is  a  free  system.  The  operating 
funds  come  from  our  parking  revenues  and  from  the  special  taxing 
in  the  downtown  area  and  property  taxes. 

Mr.  Wolf.  And  that  has  already  been  passed? 

Mayor  Hood.  Yes.  We  are  already  receiving  revenues  now. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Please  tell  me  the  total  Federal  funds  and  the  total 
cost  of  the  project. 

Mayor  Hood.  The  total  cost  of  the  project  would  be  $48  million. 

Mr.  Wolf.  And  the  total  amount  of  Federal  funding? 

Mayor  Hood.  It  would  be  an  80  percent  Federal  and  20  percent 
local. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Have  you  ever  thought  of  making  it  75/25  or  anything 
like  that? 

Mayor  Hood.  We  really  need  to  have  the  80/20  in  order  to  pro- 
ceed in  the  way  that  we  need  to  for  the  future. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Some  of  the  people  have  come  in  with  a  higher  match, 
and  I  am  of  the  opinion — and  that  doesn't  directly  deal  with  your 
project — ^that  the  higher  the  match,  the  more  consideration  should 
be  given  to  the  project.  We  have  had  some  projects  where  it  is  not 
very  high. 

Where  do  you  perceive  the  vehicles  to  be  purchased?  Which  com- 
pany is  that? 

Mayor  Hood.  I  am  sorry,  but  I  don't  know  the  answer  to  that 
question. 

I  am  told  by  a  member  of  my  staff  that  there  is  a  company  in 
Iowa  that  we  think  might  be  the  company  from  which  we  would 
purchase  the  vehicles. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Would  you  be  looking  at  vehicles  that  have  been  pur- 
chased before?  It  seems  that  each  transit  system  has  a  different 
type  of  vehicle,  and  therefore  it  is  hard  for  American  industry  to 
compete.  I  think  if  we  were  able  to  standardize,  to  a  certain  degree, 
it  would  be  easier. 

Mayor  Hood.  I  would  suspect  that  since  it  is  a  company  in  Iowa 
that  we're  talking  with,  it  is  probably  a  vehicle  similar  to  others 
that  have  been  purchased. 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  think  that  is  a  good  idea. 

Thank  you. 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Coleman? 

Mr.  Coleman.  I  don't  remember  this  testimony  last  year.  I  was 
trying  to  recall. 

Is  this  an  overhead  system  of  electrical  generating  power? 

Mayor  Hood.  If  we  go  with  the  trolley  system  it  would  be,  sir. 

Mr.  Coleman.  Do  you  have  rails  in  place,  or  would  it  be  on  tires? 

Mayor  Hood.  That  will  be  determined  with  the  vehicle.  It  will 
probably  be  a  rail  system  with  overhead  wires. 

Mr.  Coleman.  Where  are  you  in  terms  of  rights-of-way?  Have 
you  already  done  that? 

Mayor  Hood.  We  have  identified  those  rights-of-way  being  one 
lane  of  the  roadways  in  which  it  would  be  placed.  It  would  be  a 
dedicated  lane  so  it  would  not  mix  with  vehicular  traffic. 

Mr.  Coleman.  A  city  I  represent  had  a  streetcar  system  with 
rails  in  place  40  years  ago  and  went  away  from  that  to  buses,  now 
they  are  talking  about  going  back  to  that.  Right  now,  in  fact,  utili- 
zation of  the  rubber  tire  trolley — gasoline-generated — ridership  is 
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not  a  problem.  In  fact,  the  more  they  had,  the  more  they  could  uti- 
lize. It  is  clearly  economical,  but  the  issue  of  air  quality  and  the 
environment  are  fairly  paramount. 

I  am  interested  that  ^'oti  were  able  to  do  it  for  the  amount  in 
your  request. 

Mayor  Hood.  The  $48  million? 

Mr.  Coleman.  Yes.  And  you  are  fairly  confident  with  that 
number? 

Mayor  Hood.  Because  we  do  things  right  in  Orlando.  [Laughter.] 

Mr.  Coleman.  I  think  it  is  good. 

Mayor  Hood.  We  have  been  looking  at  this  for  a  very  long  time. 

Mr.  Coleman.  Particularly  if  you're  talking  about  putting  down 
rail.  I  think  that  gets  to  be  a  not  inexpensive  project  from  that 
standpoint. 

Mayor  Hood.  I  appreciate  that,  but  we  have  been  looking  at  that. 
We  want  to  do  this  in  the  most  efficient  way  for  the  passengers 
that  would  ride  it.  We  want  to  do  it  in  the  most  cost-effective  way. 
Again,  we  think  that  in  an  incremental  way,  and  making  sure  that 
we're  not  coming  here  and  asking  for  those  operating  dollars  is  ex- 
tremely important. 

Mr.  Coleman.  We  will  follow  the  project  with  interest. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Carr.  Is  the  $48  million  predicated  on  a  rail  option? 

Mayor  Hood.  Yes,  that  is  because  we  are  leaning  toward  that 
now.  So  to  be  able  to  give  you  some  hard  numbers 

Mr.  Carr.  What  would  that  be  if  you  chose  the  bus  option?  Do 
you  have  those  numbers? 

Mayor  Hood.  The  best  bus  option  would  be  about  $38  million. 

Mr.  Carr.  What  kind  of  buses  would  those  be?  Alternative  fuel 
buses? 

Mayor  Hood.  That  is  one  of  the  alternatives  we  would  look  at  be- 
cause, of  course,  we  want  to  make  sure  that  the  environmental  con- 
cerns are  being  addressed. 

Mr.  Carr.  Your  freebie  system  is  operating  roughly  on  this  align- 
ment right  now,  is  it  not?  It  might  be  on  a  different  street,  but  it  is 
about  the  same. 

Mayor  Hood.  Yes. 

Mr.  Carr.  And  how  many  riders  on  your  freebie  system  today? 

Mayor  Hood.  We  have  about  1,800.  As  I  said,  that  is  a  doubling 
of  what  it  was  in  1991. 

Mr.  Carr.  You  say  that  you  are  leaning  toward  the  trolley  ap- 
proach, and  yet  you  are  talking  about  the  incrementalism. 
Wouldn't  the  incremental  approach  keep  you  toward  a  bus  alterna- 
tive for  awhile  and  if  capacities  really  did  reach  8,200  or  look  like 
you  were  on  the  slope  to  get  to  8,200  you  would  perhaps  move  to 
rail  at  a  later  point? 

Mayor  Hood.  That  is  exactly  what  we  are  doing  now  with  our 
freebie  shuttle.  That  is  part  of  that  whole  incremental  approach. 

As  I  said,  we  have  had  over  100  percent  increase  in  our  ridership 
since  1991  on  that  downtown  shuttle.  Then  putting  the  other  amen- 
ities in  place — the  parking  garage,  the  transportation  management 
system,  the  things  enumerated  in  the  testimony.  We  feel  that  this 
is  part  of  that  whole  incremental  approach. 
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In  looking  at  alternatives,  we  need  to  consider  space,  time,  envi- 
ronmental impact,  and  the  numbers  that  certain  types  of  vehicles 
can  hold. 

Mr.  McCoLLUM.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  might  interject  here  because 
Mayor  Hood,  in  trying  to  answer  all  these  questions  probably 
hadn't  focused  on  this  one  for  you.  But  the  fact  is  that  that  court- 
house complex  that  is  there  in  the  upper  right-hand  corner  of  your 
map  is  not  yet  constructed,  but  it  has  been  authorized  and  ap- 
proved and  will  be  by  the  time  this  is  operational. 

It  is  my  understanding — you  correct  me  if  I  am  wrong.  Mayor — 
that  there  is  no  parking  garage  affiliated  with  it  at  this  point  in 
time  because  the  plans  are  to  allow  the  parking  from  over  here  to 
be  the  primary  parking  for  it.  If  that  takes  place,  the  ridership  is 
going  to  be  up  considerably  just  because  of  that  alone. 

Mayor  Hood.  That's  correct.  And  that  was  just  approved  by  the 
Orange  County  Commission  with  the  stipulation  that  the  parking 
garage  would  not  be  included  because  of  the  plans  for  the  down- 
town circulator. 

Mr.  Carr.  And  what  is  the  working  population  of  the  city? 

Mayor  Hood.  We  have  35,000  downtown  workers  presently. 

Mr.  Carr.  And  with  the  addition  of  this  county  complex,  what 
will  it  be,  then? 

Mayor  Hood.  I  don't  know. 

Mr.  McCoLLUM.  I  don't  know  what  the  addition  will  actually  do. 
I  think  the  point  of  the  addition  is  that — there  is  a  courthouse  al- 
ready downtown.  I  am  not  sure  that  it  is  going  to  increase  the 
number,  but  it  is  going  to  change  the  configuration  for  parking  be- 
cause the  source  of  parking  for  them  right  now  is  entirely  different 
from  what  it  is  going  to  be  when  this  new  courthouse  is  finished. 
There  won't  be  a  place  for  them  to  park  in  proximity  to  the  court- 
house other  than  to  ride  this  or  walk. 

Mayor  Hood.  There  are  some  additional  workers  that  will  be 
added  because  presently  the  courthouse  is  in  the  downtown  area 
but  there  are  a  lot  of  peripheral  offices.  They  will  be  moving  into 
the  downtown  area.  That  is  the  purpose  of  consolidating  at  this 
spot.  But  I  don't  know  the  exact  number. 

Mr.  Carr.  Do  you  have  a  projection  or  an  idea — maybe  a  conserv- 
ative one — about  what  the  downtown  work  population  would  be  in 
the  year  2010? 

Mayor  Hood.  I  have  just  been  told  that  7,000  additional  workers 
would  be  added  to  the  35,000  as  a  result  of  the  courthouse  project. 

Mr.  Carr.  And  when  is  that  due  to  be  completed? 

Mayor  Hood.  In  1997. 

Mr.  Carr.  So  in  other  words,  the  downtown  work  population  will 
go  from  35,000  now  to  about  42,000  by  1997? 

Mayor  Hood.  Yes,  but  I  think  that  is  a  conservative  estimate,  to 
be  perfectly  honest.  I  will  tell  you  that  just  in  the  last  few  weeks 
we  have  had  three  major  announcements  in  our  downtown  area. 
We  have  a  major  expansion  on  one  of  our  facilities  which  will 
bring  additional  workers  to  the  downtown  area.  We  have  a  nation- 
al headquarters  that  has  just  become  an  anchor  tenant  in  a  down- 
town facility.  We  expect  things  to  continue  to  pick  up  in  that  way. 

Mr.  Carr.  Well,  let's  be  conservative. 

Mayor  Hood.  Right.  At  least  42,000. 
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Mr.  Carr.  And  that  is  in  1997. 

Mayor  Hood.  I  think  our  projection  has  been  like  70,000  by  the 
year  2010,  and  that  is  a  conservative  number  as  well.  So  that  is  a 
doubling  in  a  little  over  a  decade. 

Mr.  Carr.  We  like  to  be  on  the  conservative  side  because  popula- 
tion growth  projections,  ridership  growth  projections — our  experi- 
ence before  this  committee — not  to  say  that  you  are  part  of  this  ex- 
perience— that  they  have  been  highly  promotional  as  opposed  to 
real  flat-footed. 

Mayor  Hood.  In  1980,  our  downtown  worker  population  was 
12,000.  So  a  little  history  and  looking  back  might  help  as  far  as 
what  we're  seeing  in  our  downtown  area.  And  we  are  planning  in 
our  community  to  encourage  people  to  locate  in  those  activity  cen- 
ters. I  think  you  are  aware  of  the  types  of  planning  mechanisms 
that  we  have  in  place  in  Florida  and  mirroring  that  in  Orlando  as 
well. 

Mr.  Carr.  As  I  said,  you  have  done  an  impressive  job  and  we  look 
forward  to  working  with  you.  We  will  try  to  work  with  you  some 
more  to  arrive  at  a  good  number  for  you. 

Mayor  Hood.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  can  assure  you  that  as  soon  as  all 
those  final  decisions  are  made  and  details  that  you  will  be  the  first 
to  receive  that  information. 

Mr.  McCoLLUM.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  also  be  delighted  to 
present  to  you  an  analysis  of  this  population  growth  so  that  you 
will  have  it  well  before  you  do  your  markup. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  know  that — and  I  was  never  a  mayor,  but  I  have 
been  privileged  to  meet  many  fine  and  outstanding  mayors,  but  it 
is  hard  to  find  a  mayor  who  doesn't  believe  that  there  is  going  to 
be  future  growth,  unless  you  want  to  come  to  Flint,  and  they  still 
want  to  believe  there  is  goilig  to  be  future  growth.  You  go  to  Cali- 
fornia where  they  thought  it  was  just  going  to  go  forever  and  ever 
and  ever.  Suddenly,  it's  not  going  forever  and  ever  and  ever. 

So  being  the  trustees  of  the  people's  money,  I  think  a  conserva- 
tive approach  is  a  prudent  one  and  it  is  meant  in  no  way  to  indi- 
cate that  we  think  you're  not  telling  us  the  truth.  We  know  you 
are,  but  it's  just  a  matter  of  trying  to  get  a  realistic  assessment  of 
what  is  going  on  in  various  places  of  the  country. 

Mayor  Hood.  I  appreciate  that.  I  don't  think  I  am  alone  in  giving 
you  these  conservative  figures  on  growth.  We  were  listed  as  one  of 
the  top  business  areas  and  growth  areas  by  Fortune  Magazine  and 
continue  to  be  on  those  lists.  So  there  are  some  other  people  out 
there  that  are  feeling  the  same  way  who  looking  from  the  outside 
in  and  not  just  those  of  us  from  the  inside  out.  We  appreciate  that. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  would  be  happy  to  have  you  come  back  and  tell  us 
that  you  exceeded  expectations. 

Mayor  Hood.  I  will  plan  to  do  that. 

Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Carr.  It's  not  so  much  fun  to  come  back  here  and  try  to  jus- 
tify why  you  didn't  reach  the  numbers.  [Laughter.] 

Mayor  Hood.  Believe  me,  we  are  all  accountable  to  the  people  we 
represent  and  serve.  I  understand  that  as  well. 

Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you. 

[Response  to  the  Hon.  Wolf  follows:] 
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Congressman    Wolf  Inquiry  p.  1 

Q.l.       What  organization  would  be  the  recipient  of  the  federal  funds  requested? 

A.l.  City  of  Orlando.  The  City  is  coordinating  closely  with  the  local  transit 
agency  which  will  be  the  service  provider  through  an  operating  agreement. 

QJL.       How  much  money  are  you  requesting  from  this  subcommittee  for  FY  1994? 
A.2.       $7  million. 

Q.3.       What  will  these  funds  be  used  for? 

A.3.  $1  nuUion  to  complete  final  design.  $6  million  to  undertake  vehicle 
procurement  (a  30-month  process  —  see  previous  correspondence).  The  Qty 
intends  to  fully  commit  these  funds  by  January,  1994. 


Q.4.       Are  you  requesting  any  funds  for  non-construction  purposes?  If  yes,  what 
would  these  funds  be  used  for? 

A.4.      Yes.  (SeeA.3.) 


QS.  What  impact  does  this  project  have  on  our  national  transportation 
network,  or  any  other  federal  purpose,  which  would  justify  the  request  for 
funds  from  this  subcommittee? 

A.5  OSCAR  will  provide  collection  and  distribution  services  for  AMTRAK,  the 
Florida  High  Speed  Rail  system,  and  a  Central  Florida  regional  rail 
tremsit  system  through  interconnections  at  an  intermodal  terminal  which  is 
being  planned  as  part  of  the  project  (but  which  will  be  funded  separately). 
OSCAR  will  also  intercept  commuter  auto  trips  at  the  downtown  periphery 
and  eliminate  many  mid-day  auto  trips  entirely.  This  will  provide  relief 
to  key  (congested)  sections  of  Interstate  4,  State  Road  527  and  State  Road 
50,  all  candidates  for  National  Highway  System  designation. 


Q.6.       For  FY  1993,  what  is   the  total  amount  of  federal  funds  that  this 
organization  received,  and  what  activities  were  funded  by  these  amounts? 

A.6.       Congress  provided  $2  million  for  planning  and  engineering  in  FY  1993. 
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Congressman    Wolf  Inquiry  P-  2 


Q.7.  Has  the  project  received  federal  funds  in  prior  years?  In  what  fiscal  years 
were  those  funds  received  and  in  what  amounts?  Haw  much  of  your  annual 
budget  comes  from  federal  dollars? 

A.7  Congress  provided  $1.0  million  in  FY  1992  for  planning  and  engineering 
which  was  later  reduced  by  administrative  action  of  US  DOT  to  $510,000. 
Prior  to  FY  1992,  about  $900,000  in  federal  Section  9  allocated  fimding  was 
utilized  for  pre-AA  planning  and  conceptual  engineering.  Most  of  the  Qty 
of  Orlando's  annual  budget  comes  from  local  tax  sources. 


Q.S  Will  you  he  seeking  additional  funds  from  this  subcommittee  for  this 
project  in  the  future? 

A.8  Yes.  The  Qty  will  request  another  $28  million  for  construction  and 
construction-related  costs  over  the  next  two  federal  fiscal  years. 

Q3.  What  is  the  total  expected  cost  of  the  project?  What  percentage  of  the 
total  cost  of  this  project  would  be  funded  by  the  federal  government? 

A.9.  The  forecast  total  project  development  cost  (planning,  engineering,  right  of 
way,  vehicle  procurement  and  construction)  is  $48.2  million.  Of  this 
amoxmt,  the  requested  federal  participation  will  total  $38.5  million  (about 
80%).  The  Qty  has  committed  to  operating  the  OSCAR  system  entirely  out 
of  local  resources,  with  no  Section  9  funds  used  for  operating  support 


Q.IO.     How  much  state,  local  or  private  funds  zoill  be  used  for  this  project? 

A.IO.  Total  state  participation  will  be  $4.8  million.  The  local  share  of  the  above 
$48.2  million  will  be  $4.9  million.  Additional  amounts  of  local  and  private 
funding  not  included  in  the  $48.2  million  include  land  costs  for  the 
intermodal  terminal  (private  contribution),  land  costs  for  the  trolley 
maintenance  facility  (private  contribution),  project  management  costs 
(City-funded),  land  for  trolley  corridor  adjacent  to  Livingston  Street 
(Orange  County  and  private  contribution),  land  for  trolley  corridor  and 
station  platform  at  Bob  Carr  Auditorium  and  Orlando  Arena  (Centroplex 
pniblic  agency  contribution).  In  addition,  as  noted  above,  all  operating  funds 
will  be  provided  by  the  City  of  Oiiando  from  local  sources. 


City  of  Orlando  April  28, 1993 


530 

Congressman    Wolf  Inquiry  p.  3 


Q.ll.  Are  you  seeking  funds  this  year  from  any  other  federal  source,  or  any  other 
appropriations  subcommittee  for  this  project,  or  arty  other  project? 

A.ll.  No  funds  are  being  sought  from  any  other  federal  source  or  appropriations 
subcommittee  for  this  project.  The  Qty  of  Orlando  is  not  seeking  line  item 
funds  from  Congress  for  any  other  project  this  year. 


Q.ll.  If  the  project  for  which  you  are  seeking  federal  funds  from  this 
subcommittee  is  a  highway  project,  where  does  it  rank  on  the  state's 
priority  list? 

A.12.     Not  applicable  (transit  project). 


Q.13.  If  the  project  is  a  transit  project,  does  the  general  public  in  your  area 
support  the  project? 

A.13.  OSCAR  has  been  programmed  for  funding  by  the  Orlando  Urban  Area 
Metropolitan  Planning  Organization  and  by  the  City.  The  project  was 
developed  through  a  public  pcutidpation  process  including  public  meetings, 
workshops,  a  project  storefront,  presentations  to  interested  groups,  and 
extensive  consultation  with  downtown  businesses  impjacted  by  construction. 
Public  opinion  about  the  project  is  generally  positive. . 


Q.14.  Has  there  been  any  public  financing  mechanisms  initiated  at  the  state 
and/or  local  level  to  help  fund  this  project  (highway  or  transit),  such  as  a 
dedicated  gas  tax  increase  or  a  bond  referendum?  If  so,  please  provide  the 
specifics,  and,  in  the  case  of  any  proposed  bonding  authority,  please 
indicate  the  results  of  placing  this  project  before  the  public. 

A.14.     No  financing  program  requiring  a  public  referendum  has  been  proposed. 


Q.15.     Do  you  have  local  and  federal  support? 

A. 15.  Yes.  Both  the  City  and  the  Metropolitan  Planning  Orgamization  have 
approved  the  project  and  included  it  in  their  transportation  improvement 
progran«.  Orange  Coxmty  and  the  regional  transit  provider  have  actively 
supported  the  project.  We  have  coordinated  closely  with  Federal  Transit 
Administration  and  Horida  Department  of  Transportation  staff.  Congress 
has  appropriated  funding  for  OSCAR  in  each  of  the  last  two  years. 
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Wednesday,  March  24,  1993. 
ASSOCIATION  OF  AMERICAN  RAILROADS  (AAR) 

WITNESSES 

EDWIN  L.  HARPER,  PRESIDENT  AND  CHIEF  EXECUTIVE  OFFICER,  AAR 
ROY  A.  ALLEN,  VICE  PRESIDENT,  RESEARCH  AND  TEST,  AAR 

Mr.  Carr.  Our  next  witness  will  be  Ed  Harper,  Association  of 
American  Railroads,  joined  by  Roy  Allen. 

Thank  you  for  being  here  again. 

Mr.  Harper.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  It's  a  pleasure  to  be 
back  with  you  and  the  committee. 

For  the  record,  my  name  is  Eklwin  L.  Harper.  I  am  president  of 
the  Association  of  American  Railroads.  I  will  submit  my  statement 
for  the  record  and  just  give  a  brief  oral  summary  of  a  few  points. 

As  you  know,  the  Association  has  about  91  percent  of  the  freight 
ton  miles,  about  90  percent  of  the  employees,  and  about  91  percent 
of  the  freight  revenues  of  the  United  States.  Also  on  our  board  is 
Amtrak,  the  Canadian  railroads,  as  well  as  the  Mexican  railroads. 

With  me  today  is  Roy  A.  Allen,  our  vice  president  for  research 
and  test.  We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  present  our  views — 
those  of  the  American  railroad  industry — on  FRA's  fiscal  year  1994 
R&D  budget. 

I  would  like  to  begin  by  thanking  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  this 
subcommittee  for  recognizing  the  importance  of  rail  research  last 
year  when  you  increased  FRA's  budget  for  the  funding  of  the 
Transportation  Test  Center  in  Pueblo,  Colorado  by  $1.5  million.  As 
a  result  of  this,  we  were  able  to  accelerate  our  research  on  moving 
heavy  loads  on  the  rails  and  also  investigation  of  bearing  failures 
on  rail  steel-wheeled  vehicles,  and  finally  to  undertake  the  needed 
capital  expenditures  to  maintain  the  Federal  Grovernment's  $100 
million  investment  in  the  Transportation  Test  Center. 

As  this  subcommittee  has  recognized,  substantial  public  policy 
benefits  also  flow  from  rail  R&D  spending.  Locomotives,  tank  cars, 
other  freight  cars,  as  well  as  transit  equipment  are  thoroughly 
tested  at  our  rail  d5niamics  laboratory  and  given  the  opportunity  to 
run  over  the  mileage  of  track  that  we  have  in  a  safe  and  isolated 
environment. 

Finally,  since  1985  over  10,000  emergency  response  personnel 
from  the  public  and  private  sector  have  been  trained  at  our  hazard- 
ous materials  test  center,  which  includes  real-life  scenarios  of  rail 
and  highway  accidents. 

Therefore,  at  this  time  I  would  like  to  ask  the  subcommittee  to 
consider  funding  the  FRA's  R&D  activities  at  a  minimum  level  of 
$5.2  million  for  fiscal  year  1994  for  projects  to  be  conducted  at  the 
Transportation  Test  Center.  Although  we  have  not  yet  seen  the  Ad- 
ministration's request  for  fiscal  year  1994,  we  believe  this  to  be  a 
minimum  funding  level  to  maintain  the  viability  of  that  center. 

Included  in  the  $5.2  million  would  be  $500,000  for  the  continued 
rehabilitation  of  the  center.  This  facility,  as  you  may  recall,  is  over 
20  years  old  and  is  in  need  of  refurbishment  and  investment.  We 
have  worked  with  the  FRA  to  develop  a  long-term  plan  for  the  ren- 
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ovation  of  the  site  and  the  necessary  modernization  for  that  facih- 

ty. 

Secondly,  we  would  like  to  request  continued  funding  of  vehicle 
track  interaction  effects,  such  as  axle  loadings,  track  response  to 
various  vehicle  configurations,  and  the  dynamic  characteristics  of 
heavy  loads  moving  over  steel  wheels  at  higher  speeds  than  before. 
As  a  result  of  the  increase  funding  in  last  year's  bill,  over  $1  mil- 
lion of  addition  research  is  being  conducted  in  fiscal  year  1993  on 
heavy  axle  loading,  on  track  buckling,  and  wayside  inspection  tech- 
nology. 

The  importance  of  research  in  low-friction  vehicle  track  interac- 
tion is  the  source  of  the  unique  benefit  that  rail  transportation  can 
offer  to  our  economy — high  energy  efficiency  with  minimal  envi- 
ronmental impact.  If  we  are  able  to  build  on  this  successful  indus- 
try/Government cooperative  research  in  the  freight  area,  substan- 
tial public  benefits  come  down  the  road. 

Many  facets,  in  fact,  of  the  Administration's  proposed  technology 
policy  could  be  accomplished  through  increased  railroad  R&D. 
These  include  using  the  technology  to  improve  our  international 
competitiveness,  improving  the  capacity  and  quality  of  the  U.S.  in- 
frastructure, improving  the  safety  of  U.S.  transportation,  and  im- 
proving and  protecting  the  environment  while  reducing  the  use  of 
energy. 

In  conclusion,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  railroad  industry  and  the  FRA 
are  funding  a  Transportation  Research  Board  conference  on  rail- 
road research  in  July  of  this  year  to  develop  a  specific  agenda  and 
priorities  for  cooperative  railroad  research  activities  considering 
the  interests  and  concerns  of  the  Federal  Railroad  Administration, 
the  railroad  industry,  suppliers,  and  shippers.  The  objective  of  this 
conference  is  to  develop  an  agenda  which  the  Congress  may  consid- 
er at  an  appropriate  time  in  terms  of  the  amount  of  support  that 
would  be  needed  in  future  years. 

At  this  point,  we  would  be  delighted  to  answer  any  questions  you 
may  have. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Harper  follows:] 
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STATEMENT  OF  EDWIN  L.  HARPER 


My  name  is  Edwin  L.  Harper.  I  am  President  of  the  Association  of  American 
Railroads  (AAR).  The  AAR  is  a  trade  association  whose  members  operate  76  percent 
of  the  line  haul  mileage,  employ  90  percent  of  the  workers,  and  produce  91  percent 
of  the  freight  revenues  of  all  railroads  in  the  United  States.  With  me  is  Roy  A.  Allen, 
the  Association's  Vice-President  for  Research  &  Test.  We  appreciate  the  opportunity 
to  present  the  views  of  the  American  railroad  industry  on  FRA's  1 994  R&D  budget. 

SUMMARY  &  RECOMMENDATION 

Last  year  when  I  testified  before  this  Subcommittee  I  emphasized  the  following 
major  points: 

•  The  Federal  Government  should  re-orient  its  approach  to  railroad  research  and 
development  to  reflect  the  significant  public  interest  involved  in  improving 
conventional  railroad  systems. 

•  The  Transportation  Test  Center  in  Pueblo,  Colorado  (TTC)  is  a  key  element  of 
any  effective  railroad  research  program.  To  maintain  its  viability,  an  additional 
$1.8  million  was  needed  in  the  1993  budget. 

I  am  gratified  that  Congress  saw  fit  to  add  $1 .5  million  of  this  request  to  FRA's 
budget  in  FY  1 993.  As  a  result,  AAR  will  be  able  this  year  to  accelerate  the  pace  of 
heavy  axle  load,  track  buckling,  and  bearing  failure  detection  work  and  to  undertake 
needed  capital  expenditures  at  TTC. 

AAR  makes  the  following  recommendations  concerning  the  FRA's  1 994  budget 
for  R&D: 

•  FRA'S  BUDGET  FOR  WORK  TO  BE  CONDUCTED  AT  TTC  SHOULD  BE  AT 
LEAST  AT  THE  LEVEL  NECESSARY  TO  MAINTAIN  THE  VIABILITY  OF  TTC 
AND  TO  COVER  ANTICIPATED  INFLATION.  THAT  AMOUNT  IS  $5.2  MILLION. 


•  OF  THE  AMOUNT  BUDGETED,  AT  LEAST  $500,000.  SHOULD  BE  EARMARKED 
FOR  SITE  RENOVATION  AND  RESTORATION. 

•  TOP  PRIORITY  SHOULD  BE  GIVEN  TO  RESEARCH  INTO  VARIOUS  ASPECTS 
OF  VEHICLE-TRACK  INTERACTION. 

And  for  the  future: 

•  R&D  INTO  RAILROADING  CAN  GENERATE  SIGNIFICANT  PUBLIC  BENEFITS. 
A  SIGNIFICANTLY  EXPANDED  GOVERNMENT  -  INDUSTRY  COOPERATIVE 
RESEARCH  PROGRAM,  BUILDING  ON  THE  SUCCESS  OF  CURRENT  PRO- 
GRAMS. SHOULD  BE  DEVELOPED  FOR  INCLUSION  IN  THE  FRA  FY  1995 
BUDGET  AND  BEYOND. 
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BACKGROUND 


FRA's  R&D  budget  has  declined  significantly  from  over  $50  million  a  year  in  the 
late  1970s  to  about  $10  million  a  year  in  the  late  1980s.  Congress'  action  to 
increase  FRA's  FY  1 993  R&D  budget  for  conventional  railroads  was  the  first  signifi- 
cant increase  in  that  budget  since  the  1 970s.  However,  when  viewed  in  constant 
(1 993)  dollars  (Exhibit  1 )  the  continuing  low  level  of  FRA  R&D  funding  for  convention- 
al railroading  is  evident. 

Along  with  the  decline  in  FRA's  R&D  budget  over  time,  there  was  a  change  in 
the  thrust  of  FRA's  railroad  R&D,  from  promoting  technological  change  and  increased 
safety  and  productivity  to  a  focus  solely  on  safety  issues. 

One  reason  for  the  decline  in  FRA's  budget  was  AAR  absorption  of  much  of  the 
federal  share  in  research  costs.  In  1 982,  AAR  reached  agreement  with  the  FRA  to 
operate  the  Transportation  Test  Center  in  Pueblo,  Colorado.  Before  1 982,  TTC  had 
been  operated  by  for-profit  contractors  on  a  fee  basis  and  TTC  support  was  a  major 
element  in  FRA's  budget;  virtually  all  of  the  work  at  TTC  was  government  funded. 

AAR's  decision  to  assume  operation  of  TTC  was  a  reflection  of  changing  times 
and  circumstances.  Because  railroads  recognized  that  increased  R&D  was  a 
competitive  necessity,  AAR's  joint  research  efforts,  which  allow  railroads  to  share 
research  costs  and  benefit  from  economies  of  scale,  were  augmented  from  a  budget 
of  $7  million  in  1980  to  $26  million  in  1993.  Further,  in  September  1992,  AAR 
reached  agreement  with  FRA  to  continue  operating  TTC  for  the  next  ten  years. 

TTC  is  an  excellent  example  of  successful  government-industry  partnership  and 
cooperation.  Government  has  been  freed  of  much  of  the  cost  of  operating  TTC  but 
is  still  able  to  take  full  advantage  of  the  site's  capabilities.  And  AAR  operation  of  TTC 
has  increased  its  value  to  railroads,  railroad  suppliers,  and  transit  companies.  It  is 
doubtful  that  this  valuable  R&D  asset  would  still  be  available  had  AAR  not  assumed 
operation. 


THERE  IS  A  SUBSTANTIAL  PUBLIC  PURPOSE  IN  ENSURING  THAT  THE  TRANSPOR- 
TATION TEST  CENTER  REMAINS  A  VIABLE.  WORLD-CLASS  FACILITY 

An  adequate  level  of  FRA  research  conducted  at  TTC  is  crucial  to  that  facility's 
viability.  AAR  seeks  to  operate  TTC  on  a  break-even  basis.  Of  great  concern, 
however,  is  that  the  decline  in  FRA's  budget  has  involved  deep  cuts  in  work  done  by 
FRA  at  TTC,  from  $9  million  in  1983  ($13  million  in  1993  dollars)  to  a  low  of  $3 
million  in  1992.  As  Exhibit  2  shows,  the  use  of  TTC  by  railroads,  the  AAR  and 
commercial  customers,  including  railroad  suppliers  and  transit  companies,  has 
increased  significantly  since  AAR  assumed  operation  of  TTC.   But  the  decline  in  FRA 
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Exhibit  1 
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use  threatens  viability.  Because  of  Congress'  action  last  year  the  level  of  FRA  funding 
in  1993  should  reach  $4.7  million.  This  level  of  funding  is  nearly  the  $5.0  million  (in 
1 993  dollars)  minimum  level  required  to  ensure  the  continued  viability  of  the  Test 
Center. 

TTC  is  unique  in  the  world.  For  example,  its  Rail  Dynamics  Laboratory  (RDL) 
has  two  machines  that  simulate  the  ride  that  a  vehicle  would  experience  running  over 
track.  They  are  used  extensively  by  FRA,  AAR,  and  by  railroad  supply  companies. 
One  FRA  project  used  the  RDL  to  look  at  the  fatigue  life  and  safety  of  a  particular 
design  detail  on  a  railroad  tank  car.  FRA's  work  was  so  successful  that  carbuilders 
were  encouraged  to  expand  their  testing  program  at  TTC,  with  a  resulting  increase  in 
the  safety  and  reliability  of  rail  transport.  A  third  machine,  that  allows  stationary 
performance  testing  of  locomotives  and  rolling  stock,  has  helped  in  the  development 
of  advanced  locomotives. 

TTC  has  other  laboratories  and  a  well-trained  staff  of  just  under  200,  some  of 
whom  are  world-renowned  experts  in  freight  and  passenger  railroad  research.  The 
Center's  other  major  resource  is  50  miles  of  track  where  carefully  controlled 
experiments  can  be  conducted. 

The  Center  is  used  to  test  and  certify  the  safety  performance  of  new  freight 
cars  before  they  operate  on  the  Nation's  railroads.  Similarly,  locomotive  manufactur- 
ers and  transit  and  commuter  agencies  use  TTC  tracks  to  work  the  bugs  out  of  their 
new  designs.  It  is  far  safer  and  more  conducive  to  developmental  work  to  test  in  the 
controlled  conditions  at  TTC.  Last  year,  the  former  Chairman  of  this  Subcommittee 
received  a  number  of  letters  from  transit  authorities  attesting  to  the  importance  of 
TTC  to  this  section  of  the  rail  community.   That  interest  continues. 

Another  important  use  of  TTC  has  been  emergency  response  training  involving 
hazardous  materials  (hazmat).  The  railroad  industry  established  a  hazmat  emergency 
response  training  facility  and  program  at  TTC  in  1 985.  The  training  features  full-scale 
transportation  equipment  (both  rail  and  highway)  in  emergency  scenarios.  Over 
10,000  people  from  the  public  emergency  response  sector  and  from  railroads  and 
chemical  companies  have  been  trained  by  the  training  center  since  it  opened. 

TTC's  capabilities  should  be  considered  as  Congress  reviews  the  many 
proposals  for  accelerating  the  development  of  new,  high  speed  ground  and  MAGLEV 
technologies.  TTC  represents  a  unique  resource  that  should  be  fully  utilized  in  the 
programs  that  emerge  from  these  efforts. 
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FRA'S  FY  1 994  BUDGET  SHOULD  (1 )  PROVIDE  AT  LEAST  THE  MINIMUM  SUPPORT 
NECESSARY  FOR  PRIVATE  SECTOR  OPERATION  OF  TTC  AND  (2>  INCREASE.  OR  AT 
LEAST  CONTINUE  AT  THE  SAME  LEVEL.  FRA  R&D  INTO  VEHICLE  TRACK  SYSTEMS. 

AAR  has  not  seen  any  Administration  proposal  for  FRA  R&D  or  for  work  to  be 
conducted  at  TTC.  However,  at  a  minimum  AAR  suggests  that  the  FY  1 994  budget 
should: 

o         Provide  for  at  least  $5.2  million  in  funding  for  projects  to  be  conducted 
at  TTC. 

o         Provide  for  the  continuing  renovation  of  TTC. 

o         Reflect  the  considerable  potential  for  expanded  cooperative  research  in 
several  areas  of  railroad  technology  -  in  particular  vehicle-track  systems. 

The  minimum  level  of  FRA  activity  AAR  needs  to  maintain  TTC's  viability  is 
$5.2  million  a  year;  this  is  based  on  the  1993  estimate  updated  for  inflation.  With 
that  level  of  FRA  activity,  AAR  will  be  able  to  achieve  break-even  operations  at  TTC 
and  maintain  TTC's  world-class  capabilities.  Should  FRA  revenues  drop  below  that 
level  for  extended  periods,  AAR  could  not  maintain  the  range  of  state-of-the-  art 
capabilities  TTC  offers  despite  the  growth  anticipated  in  commercial  use  of  the  site. 

In  September,  1 993,  AAR  agreed  with  FRA  on  a  ten-year  contract  for  AAR 
operation  of  TTC.  The  agreement  recognized  the  $5  million  level  of  FRA  activity 
required  for  viable  operation  and  included  a  strong  statement  of  intent  on  FRA's  part 
to  seek  budget  authority  to  maintain  at  least  such  a  level.  Under  the  contract,  AAR 
has  the  option  of  withdrawing  from  the  contract  at  no  penalty  should  such  a  level  not 
be  reached.  AAR  would  be  reluctant,  however,  to  use  that  option,  and  would  do  so 
only  as  a  last  resort,  since  the  arrangement  has  served  both  the  railroad  industry  and 
the  public  interest  very  well  over  the  years. 

Since  the  facility  is  over  20  years  old,  and  investments  will  have  to  be  made 
to  ensure  that  TTC  can  continue  to  perform  with  world  class  state-of-the-art 
capabilities,  some  $500,000  of  the  minimum  annual  FRA  funding  should  go  to  site 
renovation.  AAR  has  developed  a  long-term  plan  for  site  renovation  and  moderniza- 
tion which  requires  this  level  of  FRA  funding.  Congress  enabled  FRA  and  AAR  to 
make  a  start  on  this  renovation  in  1 993.  In  1 993,  AAR  will  replace  the  roofs  on 
several  DOT  owned  buildings,  restore  the  solar  heating  system  on  the  DOT  owned 
warehouse  and  laboratory  building,  and  upgrade  TTC's  electric  power  system. 
Continued  progress  should  be  included  in  the  1 994  budget. 
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Maintaining  at  least  the  minimum  level  of  annual  funding  at  TTC  will  result  in 
funding  for  railroad  R&D  which  is  justified  by  the  public  interest.  Of  particular 
importance  is  cooperative  research  into  many  facets  of  vehicle/track  interaction,  such 
as  axle  loadings  and  track  response  to  various  vehicle  configurations  and  dynamic 
characteristics.  Congress  recognized  the  importance  of  this  work  last  year  in 
increasing  funding  over  and  above  FRA's  budget  request  for  heavy  axle  loads,  track 
buckling,  and  bearing  failure  detection. 

As  a  result  of  Congress'  action  last  year,  an  additional  $1  million  in  R&D  will 
be  conducted  this  year  in  three  crucial  areas: 

•  Heavy  Axle  Loads.  Railroads  are  in  various  stages  of  implementing 
increased  axle  loads.  Increased  axle  loadings  have  significant  potential 
to  improve  railroad  efficiency  and  productivity  but  raise  issues  concern- 
ing their  influence  on  track  and  vehicle  integrity.  Congressional  action 
resulted  in  an  additional  $500,000  in  Federal  support  for  this  cooperative 
industry-government  program.  As  a  result,  FRA  is  contributing  $2  million 
to  supplement  industry's  $2.6  million  funding  for  the  project  in  1993. 
This  funding  will  enable  operation  of  the  heavy  axle  load  test  train  with 
minimal  downtime  in  1993  and  accelerate  the  accumulation  of  data 
crucial  to  the  evaluation  of  maintenance  and  safety  implications  and  to 
establishing  a  base  upon  which  to  evaluate  ways  to  mitigate  any 
accelerated  infrastructure  deterioration  that  may  result. 

•  Track  Buckling.  Congressional  action  also  accelerated  R&D  into  the 
lateral  strength  and  stability  of  the  track  structure.  FRA  has  earmarked 
$250,000  for  track  buckling  research  at  TTC  in  1993  to  evaluate  basic 
safety  issues  of  track  strength,  rail  thermal  stresses,  and  maintenance 
techniques.  In  addition,  $100,000  will  be  devoted  to  R&D  directed  by 
the  Voipe  National  Transportation  Systems  Center  which  will  address  the 
lateral  strength  of  concrete  ties,  provide  additional  data  on  the  reliability 
and  safety  of  track  using  concrete  ties,  and  develop  and  test  remote  data 
acquisition  equipment  to  warn  of  unsafe  conditions. 

•  Wavside  Inspection  Technology.  Congressional  action  resulted  in 
$150,000  in  FRA  support  for  cooperative  research  into  detection 
systems  for  failed  bearings.  This  support  has  enabled  FRA  and  AAR  to 
pursue  a  cooperative  program  to  quantify  current  detector  performance, 
determine  whether  acoustic  techniques  can  be  reliably  used,  identify 
needed  improvements  in  acoustic  systems,  and  investigate  alternative 
strategies.  The  program  will  involve  railroads,  suppliers,  FRA,  and 
significant  input  from  universities  and,  hopefully,  national  laboratories. 
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All  three  of  these  issues  address  the  interaction  of  vehicle  and  track,  a  subject, 
fundamental  to  railroad  safety  and  efficiency.  The  low  friction  in  railroad  vehicle-track 
interaction  is  the  primary  source  of  the  industry's  competitive  strength,  high-energy 
efficiency  and  the  resulting  low  environmental  impact.  Further,  railroads  are  unique 
among  transportation  modes  in  that  they  own  and  control  both  vehicles  and  rights  of 
way.  While  there  have  been  great  advances  in  understanding  vehicle-track 
relationships,  much  more  needs  to  be  known  to  optimize  performance  and  further 
improve  safety.  Therefore,  issues  like  axle  loadings,  track  strength  and  integrity  and 
vehicle  dynamics  are  basic  to  the  achievement  of  both  public  and  private  objectives 
for  rail  freight. 


R&D  INTO  RAILROADING  CAN  GENERATE  SIGNIFICANT  PUBLIC  BENEFITS.  A 
SIGNIFICANTLY  EXPANDED  GOVERNMENT  -  INDUSTRY  COOPERATIVE  RESEARCH 
PROGRAM.  BUILDING  ON  THE  SUCCESS  OF  CURRENT  PROGRAMS.  SHOULD  BE 
DEVELOPED  FOR  INCLUSION  IN  THE  FRA  FY  1995  BUDGET  AND  BEYOND 

While  the  long-term  decline  in  FRA's  railroad  R&D  has  occurred,  R&D  spending 
by  the  Federal  government  for  other  modes  of  transportation  has  increased.  DOT  has 
changed  its  policy  towards  transport  R&D  to  promote  technological  change  rather 
than  solely  to  address  safety  missions.  The  Intermodal  Surface  Transportation 
Efficiency  Act  (ISTEA)  provided  a  dramatic  example  of  the  new  attitude  toward 
transportation  R&D,  authorizing  $725  million  for  maglev  R&D  and  $660  million  for 
intelligent  vehicle  highway  systems,  each  over  6  years.  Urban  transit  R&D,  which, 
like  railroad  R&D,  had  been  sharply  reduced  in  the  1 980s,  was  sharply  increased  by 
ISTEA.  DOT'S  budgets,  and  ISTEA  authorizations,  focus  heavily  on  passenger 
research.  President  Clinton's  new  technology  policy  also  places  great  emphasis  on 
promoting  new  passenger  technologies. 

While  primarily  a  rail  freight  organization,  AAR  has  a  significant  interest  in 
passenger  railroading,  and  in  R&D  issues  that  impact  both  the  freight  and  the 
passenger  sectors.  Amtrak  is  a  member  of  the  AAR,  as  is  METRA,  the  commuter  rail 
operator  in  Chicago.  Further,  several  freight  railroads  are  commuter  railroad  operators 
as  well.  AAR  is  actively  seeking  memberships  from  other^ommuter  railroads  because 
there  is  significant  joint  interest  in  areas  like  motive  power,  emissions,  and  non- 
destructive evaluation  of  track,  structures  and  equipment  that  should  be  progressed 
through  joint  R&D.  Given  the  importance  of  passenger  railroading  to  urban 
transportation  issues,  DOT  should  have  a  significant  interest  in  such  issues  as  well, 
but  they  are  largely  ignored  in  current  DOT  R&D  budgets. 

While  the  renewed  commitment  to  passenger  transportation  R&D  is  laudable. 
Federal  support  for  railroad  freight  research  continues  at  low  levels  despite  its 
significant  potential  to  promote  public  benefits.  Further,  FRA  continues  to  focus 
solely  on  R&D  related  to  railroad  safety.  While  such  research  is  undeniably  important, 

6 


542 


and  AAR  is  working  cooperatively  with  FRA  in  several  safety  areas,  federal  support 
for  railroad  R&D  could  contribute  to  several  other  public  policy  objectives  and  address 
societal  problems  of  air  pollution,  traffic  congestion,  safety,  energy  consumption  and 
taxpayer  strain. 


THERE  IS  SIGNIFICANT  PUBLIC  INTEREST  IN  ENSURING  THAT  THE  APPROPRIATE 
LEVEL  OF  FEDERAL  R&D  EXPENDITURES  IS  DEVOTED  TO  FREIGHT  RAILROAD 
SYSTEMS 

Some  areas  of  potential  innovation  are  characterized  by  a  combination  of 
relatively  long-term  R&D  activities,  substantial  uncertainty,  relatively  large  implementa- 
tion costs,  and  substantial  potential  social  benefits  in  relation  to  industry  benefits.  In 
such  areas  public  participation  could  substantially  accelerate  the  introduction  of  new 
technology  and  operating  procedures  into  the  U.S.  rail  industry. 

The  rail  industry  and  government  have  a  long  history  of  successful  cooperation 
through  joint  FRA-AAR  R&D  efforts  including  the  Track-Train  Dynamics  Program,  the 
Freight  Equipment  Management  Program,  and  the  Facility  for  Accelerated  Service 
Testing  (FAST).  These  efforts  have  resulted  in  successful  resolution  of  rail 
transportation  problems  and  the  introduction  of  new  rail  technology  to  the  benefit  of 
both  the  railroads  and  society.  There  is,  therefore,  an  existing  institutional  history  that 
would  suggest  that  expanded  cooperative  research  can  be  quickly  and  efficiently 
implemented. 

Public  investment  in  cooperative  rail  R&D  efforts  could  contribute  to  several 
public  policy  objectives,  including  those  enunciated  in  the  Clinton  Administration's 
proposed  technology  policy.  These  include  using  technology  to  improve  international 
competitiveness,  improving  the  capacity  and  quality  of  the  U.S.  infrastructure, 
improving  the  safety  of  U.  S.  transportation,  and  improving  and  protecting  the 
environment  while  reducing  energy  use. 

The  potential  contribution  of  cooperative  rail  R&D  to  the  goal  of  improved 
international  competitiveness  is  best  exemplified  by  work  in  the  area  of  heavy  axle 
loads  (HAL)  and  intermodal  transportation.  The  development  of  new  equipment  and 
maintenance  practices  which  can  economically  accommodate  increased  axle  loadings 
offers  the  best  opportunity  to  improve  the  productivity  of  rail  transportation  of  bulk 
materials.  This  contributes  directly  to  the  world  market  position  of  important  U.  S. 
exports  such  as  coal,  grain,  metal  products,  and  other  agricultural  and  forest  products. 
Rail  bulk  transportation  productivity  contributes  indirectly  to  general  industrial 
productivity  through  its  impact  on  coal  costs  at  power  plants  and  the  resulting  impact 
on  electrical  energy  costs.  Also  impacted  are  the  delivered  costs  of  industrial 
chemicals,  steel  and  other  metals,  and  agricultural  inputs  such  as  fertilizers  and 
agricultural  chemicals.  To  the  extent  that  R&D  efforts  can  contribute  to  maintaining 
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and   improving  the  productivity  of  rail  transportation  of  bulk  materials,   U.   S. 
competitiveness  is  improved. 

The  importance  of  intermodal  transportation  is  growing.  Progress  in  this  area 
helps  U.  S.  industrial  productivity  and  competitiveness,  as  do  container  movements 
of  raw  materials  and  finished  goods  to  port  for  export. 

The  need  to  improve  intermodal  transportation  has  been  a  driving  factor  in 
many  of  the  technological  improvements  on  the  railroads  in  the  past  ten  years  or  so. 
A  whole  host  of  new  rail  vehicle  designs  for  transporting  trailers  and  containers  have 
been  developed,  ranging  from  skeletonized,  lightweight  vehicles  for  hauling  trailers  to 
"weir  cars  for  carrying  double-stacked  containers.  Such  technology  continues  to 
demonstrate  the  viability  of  rail  movement  as  an  alternate  to  congested  highways. 

Technology  has  advanced  significantly  in  many  other  areas.  Rail  vehicles  for 
transporting  bulk  commodities  are  of  such  lighter  weight  than  they  were  a  decade  ago 
through  the  use  of  advanced  construction  techniques  and  alternative  materials  such 
as  aluminum,  plastics  and  composites.  Computers  are  now  common-place  in 
locomotives  and  have  led  to  significant  advances  in  productivity  and  safety. 
Communications  systems  have  changed  dramatically  as  the  industry  moves  rapidly 
towards  providing  a  "seamless  service"  to  its  customers. 

All  the  new  technologies  of  the  last  decade  are  too  numerous  to  mention  here 
but  they  contradict  a  common  misconception  that  freight  railroading  is  a  mature 
industry.  And  there  are  many  more  technologies  that  are  being  developed  now  that 
will  further  improve  safety  and  productivity  in  the  future.  For  instance,  just  as 
government  is  improving  the  air  traffic  control  system  and  investigating  intelligent 
vehicle  highway  system,  the  AAR  has  spent  more  than  $25  million  determining  the 
feasibility  and  beginning  initial  work  on  advanced  train  control  systems. 

Advanced  train  control  systems  and  improved  dispatching  can  contribute  to 
improving  the  economics  of  both  passenger  and  freight  transportation.  The  successful 
introduction  of  new  or  increased  commuter  rail  services  in  many  rail  corridors  will 
depend  on  improved  utilization  of  the  infrastructure  with  selective  upgrading  and 
introduction  of  additional  facilities.  R&D  will  be  required  if  advanced  technology  in 
dispatching  and  control  systems  are  to  reach  desired  levels. 

Improved  operation  control  will  contribute  to  the  goal  of  improving  the  capacity 
and  quality  of  the  infrastructure.  It  will  also  play  a  significant  role  in  improving  safety, 
as  will  many  other  technologies.  Rail  is  already  the  safest  land  transportation  system 
for  both  freight  and  passenger.  But  the  industry  must  continue  to  strive  for 
improvement  and  accelerate,  if  possible,  cooperative  R&D  into  new  initiatives  to 
improve  safety.  Automated  train  inspection  procedures  are  prime  examples.  The 
industry  is  moving  towards  integrated  track-side  stations  for  such  inspections  which 
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could  include  checking  wheels,  bearings  and  brake  equipment  automatically  through 
the  use  of  non-destructive  inspection  technology  and  artificial  intelligence  systems. 

The  industry  would  also  like  to  move  towards  performance-based  safety 
standards  and  R&D  can  help  meet  this  objective.  By  focusing  the  safety  regulations 
on  overall  railroad  safety  performance,  the  detailed  decisions  concerning  the  specific 
activities,  technologies  and  resources  can  be  decided  by  the  industry.  Both  the  FRA 
and  AAR  have  done  some  R&D  in  this  area,  the  development  of  vehicles  to  measure 
track  strength  being  one  example.  Even  broader  based  performance  standards  may 
be  possible  and  would  lead  to  improved  safety  and  productivity. 

Another  important  area  for  potential  cooperative  R&D  is  in  the  area  of  energy 
and  the  environment.  Existing  rail  transportation  is  energy  efficient  and  results  in  less 
air  pollution  than  competing  modes.  Alternative  technology  may  improve  this  further 
in  the  future.  Locomotive  manufacturers  and  railroads  are  continually  striving  to 
improve  the  efficiency  and  reduce  pollutants  in  the  diesel-electric  locomotive,  while 
investing  resources  in  investigating  the  use  of  alternative  fuels  such  as  natural  gas. 
Federal  funding  for  the  development  of  longer-term  technologies  that  require  large 
R&D  investment,  such  as  the  applicati'on  of  fuel  cells  for  locomotives,  would  be 
particularly  appropriate.  If  fuel  cell  technology  can  be  developed  for  the  locomotive 
application,  significant  reductions  in  air  pollution  can  be  achieved. 

In  progressing  the  application  of  these  innovative  railroad  technologies,  the 
national  laboratories,  whose  skills  are  being  redirected  to  civilian  technology,  could  be 
of  great  assistance.  The  Clinton  Administration's  thrust  in  civilian  use  of  national 
laboratories  will  hopefully  include  innovative  rail  technologies. 

AAR  and  FRA  are  funding  a  Transportation  Research  Board  conference  on 
railroad  research  in  July  1993  to  develop  a  specific  agenda  and  priorities  for 
cooperative  railroad  research  activities  considering  the  interests  and  concerns  of  FRA, 
railroads  and  suppliers.  Railroads,  suppliers  and  FRA  will  certainly  have  their  own 
agendas,  but  there  are  substantial  commonalities  and  none  of  the  parties,  restricted 
by  scarce  R&D  dollars,  can  afford  to  miss  opportunities  for  cooperative  or  at  least 
coordinated  activities.  The  objective  of  this  conference  is  an  agenda  that  Congress 
may  consider  in  terms  of  the  amount  of  support  it  feels  appropriate  and  in  what  areas. 

We  should  be  pleased  to  answer  your  questions. 
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Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Harper. 

You  say  you  have  no  idea  what  the  Administration  is  going  to 
propose.  Any  anecdotal  information  in  that  regard? 

Mr.  Harper.  Some  of  the  anecdotal  information  in  that  regard 
would  be  that  we  have  worked  with  them  in  developing  a  long-term 
plan  for  the  refurbishment  and  keeping  the  facility  up  to  speed.  As 
you  will  recall,  it  was  originally  developed  about  20  years  ago  to  be 
a  high-speed  ground  test  center. 

Over  that  period  of  time,  the  tracks  have  undergone  a  lot  of  use. 
There  have  been  a  tremendous  number  of  tests  there,  and  this  does 
need  to  be  upgraded  on  a  continuing  basis.  I  think  they  are  sup- 
porting the  program  we  have  outlined. 

Roy,  do  you  have  anything  to  add? 

Mr.  Allen.  I  think  everything  you  said  was  absolutely  correct. 

Anecdotally,  we  think  they're  going  to  apply  for  a  budget  rough- 
ly the  same  as  last  year,  from  what  we  understand,  but  we  are  not 
aware  of  some  of  the  details.  Certainly  they  have  supported  the 
heavy  axle  load  to  a  lower  degree  than  you  authorized  last  year. 
They  have  supported  heavy  axle  load  experimentation  for  the  last 
3  or  4  years.  I  believe  that  is  still  in  the  current  plan. 

Mr.  Carr.  Do  they  do  electronic  testing  out  there,  too,  or  is  that 
pretty  much  just  on  the  dynamics  of  the  train  itself? 

Mr.  Allen.  At  the  test  center  itself,  it  is  pretty  much  under  the 
dynamics  of  the  train.  We  do  a  little  bit  on  the  signalling  side,  but 
not  a  great  deal.  We  have  a  project  on  the  signal  system  for  high- 
way crossings.  That  is  round  about  $200,000, 1  believe. 

Mr.  Carr.  We  are  aware  of  efforts  by  Amtrak  to  do  research  and 
development  of  new  power  units.  On  the  freight  side,  is  there  any 
research  in  that  area  being  undertaken? 

Mr.  Harper.  Indeed  there  is  a  great  deal  of  research  on  power 
units  and  the  AAR  and  this  facility  has.  In  particular,  we  have 
been  looking  at  AC  traction  units  as  they  apply  to  heavy  duty 
freight  power  units. 

Roy,  would  you  care  to  expand  on  that  briefly? 

Mr.  Allen.  The  AC  traction  motor  is  a  more  reliable  traction 
motor  that  actually  powers  the  wheel  sets.  Also  within  the  indus- 
try we  have  done  research  on  natural  gas-  powered  locomotives. 
We  are  looking  at  the  environmental  aspects  of  that. 

We're  considering  at  this  point  in  time — and  this  is  one  of  the 
suggestions  of  potential  cooperative  research  in  the  not-too-distant 
future  is  the  fuel  cell  technology.  These  fuel  cells  are  being  devel- 
oped in  national  labs  with  DOE.  At  the  moment,  they  are  far  too 
big  and  unreliable  to  consider  within  a  locomotive  environment. 
But  we  certainly  feel  that  that  is  a  technology  that  will  be  upon  us 
in  10  years  time. 

Mr.  Carr.  Is  there  any  talk  in  the  industry  about  flywheel  tech- 
nology? 

Mr.  Allen.  Yes.  One  of  our  member  railroads  is  actively  looking 
for  a  CRADA  with  a  national  lab.  They  have  overcome  all  the  hur- 
dles and  are  now  at  the  hurdle  with  the  DOE. 

Mr.  Carr.  Could  this  be  Lawrence  Livermore? 

Mr.  Allen.  I  honestly  do  not  know  which  national  lab  it  is.  That 
is  a  good  guess.  That  would  be  my  guess  as  well.  But  I  honestly 
don't  know.  But  that  sort  of  technology —  again,  that  is  probably 
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out  in  the  distant  future — but  nevertheless,  with  the  remarkable 
change  in  materials  and  other  technologies,  that  is  starting  to  come 
up  on  the  horizon  as  a  possibility. 

Mr.  Carr.  Why  is  the  Transportation  Test  Center  in  Pueblo,  Col- 
orado? 

Mr.  Harper.  This  was  a  decision  made  20  years  ago.  I  am  not 
sure  if  I  knew  that  I  could  recall  at  this  point. 

One  of  the  things  that  we  do  have  there  is  about  50  miles  of 
track.  You  needed  a  fairly  isolated  area  where  you  could  lay  50 
miles  of  track  and  where  you  could  safely — it  was  originally  envi- 
sioned as  a  high  speed  test  center  with  vehicles  moving  well  over 
150  mph,  perhaps  over  200  mph.  So  for  those  reasons  you  had  con- 
cerns about  noise,  safety,  and  you  needed  long  stretches  where  you 
could  lay  a  great  deal  of  track  in  a  relatively  friendly  environment. 

Those  may  have  been  some  of  the  considerations  that  went  into 
the  selection  of  Pueblo  as  the  test  center. 

One  of  the  advantages  of  having  a  test  center  is  that  it  is  hard  to 
test  railroad  equipment  on  the  bench.  You  need  to  have  a  place  to 
run  it  and  you  need  to  have  tracks  to  run  it  on  that  aren't  in  regu- 
lar revenue  service  where  you  would  have  potential  safety  prob- 
lems with  passenger  service  or  with  other  freight  service. 

Mr.  Allen.  Somebody  just  knew  that  Mr.  Pena,  the  ex-mayor  of 
Denver,  was  going  to  be  Secretary  of  Transportation  some  day. 

[Laughter.] 

Mr.  Carr.  You  are  right  that  you  have  a  lot  of  space  there,  but 
there  is  a  lot  altitude  there  which  has  to  be  taken  into  account  in 
terms  of  operating  efficiency.  Most  of  America's  railroads  are  not 
at  those  altitudes. 

Mr.  Allen.  But  that  is  not  a  huge  factor,  Mr.  Chairman.  It  may 
be  on  some  of  the  engine  technologies,  but  for  the  vast  majority  of 
research  we  do  it  is  irrelevant. 

Mr.  Harper.  Actually,  we  have  been  conducting  some  of  our 
power  technology  in  terms  of  adjusting  the  locomotives  in  Arizona 
at  a  contract  laboratory  there.  We  also  have  a  facility  in  Chicago 
which  we  support. 

Overall,  on  your  line  of  questioning  about  the  agenda,  we  feel 
that  the  Transportation  Research  Board's  conference  this  summer 
is  really  going  to  generate  these  significant  longer  term  agendas. 
We  have  been  working  on  a  list  of  projects  which  we  think  are  very 
important  and  a  very  high  priority.  I  feel  that  this  conference  is  an 
ultimate  of  the  discussion  of  everybody  concerned  in  the  industry 
as  to  what  the  ideal  agenda  is  for  the  industry  to  pursue  longer 
term. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  think  you  mentioned  the  other  day  in  our  high  speed 
rail  hearing  something  about  the  comparisons  between  the  United 
States  and  European  rail  systems.  It  was  pointed  out  that  there 
were  significant  differences,  one  of  them  being  weight.  The  Europe- 
ans operate  with  a  much  lower  axle  loading  than  we  do. 

Can  you  give  us  a  background  as  to  why  this  is?  Are  we  out  of 
step?  Are  they  out  of  step?  Or  are  we  doing  the  right  things  be- 
cause of  our  conditions  versus  their  conditions? 

We  continually  have  to  deal  with  the  comparisons  that  some 
people  on  the  street  make  between  ourselves  and  the  Europeans. 
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Mr.  Harper.  One  of  the  things  we  find  is  that  by  operating  much 
larger  cars  we  can  be  a  much  more  efficient  rail  operation.  The  Eu- 
ropean freight  cars  tend  to  be  much  smaller  than  ours,  so  ton-mile 
per  employee  is  much  lower  in  Europe  and  much  higher  in  the 
United  States.  We  simply  have  bigger  vehicles  and  move  more 
tons.  I  believe  overall  that  is  a  much  more  efficient  way  to  go.  This 
had  historically  been  the  case  and  it  was  a  process  really  acceler- 
ated in  the  1970s  as  part  of  the  trend  of  deregulation  when  the  big 
John  Hopper  cars  were  introduced  in  the  United  States  and  devel- 
oped here. 

Mr.  Allen.  Really,  it  is  a  totally  different  industry.  In  Europe,  of 
course,  the  whole  railroad  system  is  predicated  upon  transporting 
passengers.  Freight  is  a  bye-the-bye  effort  over  there.  I  can  vouch 
for  that  at  least  in  Britain.  That  is  most  certainly  the  case. 

In  fact,  when  I  worked  in  Britain,  we  just  couldn't  understand 
how  the  United  States  could  operate  such  heavy  axle  loads.  We 
thought  the  track  just  had  to  disintegrate.  Obviously,  it  doesn't. 
And  obviously  we  in  the  United  States  have  proven  otherwise. 

But  over  here,  U.S.  freight  railroads  are  the  only  freight  rail- 
roads in  the  world  that  actually  break  even  and  don't  have  to  be 
subsidized,  as  do  the  freight  rail  operations  throughout  Europe. 

Mr.  Carr.  Is  part  of  this  research  with  new  materials  and  tech- 
nology aimed  at  reducing  axle  weights  while  still  carrying  the 
same  large  size? 

Mr.  Harper.  We  are  using  new  lighter  weight  materials  in  the 
construction  of  the  cars  so  that  the  gross  weights  are  the  same,  but 
the  net  weight  carried  is  larger.  That  is  a  specific  and  important 
concern  in  the  design  of  the  cars. 

Mr.  Carr.  Is  that  something  that  is  being  tested  at  the  Transpor- 
tation Test  Center? 

Mr.  Allen.  Yes.  We  have  a  number  of  aluminum  bodied  vehicles 
being  tested  right  now.  It  is  easy  enough  to  build  one,  but  how  long 
will  it  withstand  the  rigors  of  the  rail  environment  is  a  question 
that  two  of  the  machines  in  the  big  laboratory  we  described  are 
testing  right  now. 

Mr.  Harper.  Another  thing  being  tested  there  are  new  materials 
in  terms  of  new  alloys  and  so  forth  that  go  into  the  switch  mecha- 
nisms that  enable  when  these  steel  wheels  hit  up  against  the 
switch,  to  withstand  that  happening  hundreds  and  thousands  of 
times  without  disintegrating. 

Mr.  Carr.  You  have  always  been  helpful  to  this  committee.  We 
will  take  your  advice  and  try  to  do  the  best  we  can  for  rail  in  re- 
search and  development. 

Mr.  Harper.  Thank  you.  We  appreciate  your  interest  and  sup- 
port. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you. 


Wednesday,  March  24,  1993. 
NEW  YORK  HIGH  SPEED  RAIL 

WITNESSES 
STAN  LUNDINE,  LIEUTENANT  GOVERNOR,  NEW  YORK  STATE 
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Mr.  Carr.  Our  next  witness  is  my  personal  friend,  now  the  lieu- 
tenant governor  of  the  State  of  New  York,  former  Member  of  Con- 
gress from  western  New  York  State,  and  indeed  a  neighbor  of  mine 
on  Capitol  Hill  for  many  years,  Stan  Lundine. 

It  is  nice  to  see  you  and  welcome  to  the  committee. 

Mr.  Lundine.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  appreciate  the  oppor- 
tunity to  be  here.  You  have  my  testimony,  so  I  will  summarize  it 
and  try  to  be  very  brief.  I  have  two  fundamental  points  I  would 
like  to  make  this  afternoon. 

First  of  all,  since  1979,  New  York  State's  Empire  Corridor  has 
had  the  only  high  speed  rail  service  outside  the  federally-funded 
Northeast  Corridor.  As  high  speed  transportation  enters  a  new  age 
of  Federal/State  cooperation.  New  York  believes  that  you  ought  to 
have  two  goals  in  mind:  to  improve  immediately  our  existing  serv- 
ice; and  to  look  at  the  long-term  future  of  high  speed  surface  trans- 
portation. It  is  not  in  America's  best  interest,  in  our  view,  to  look 
at  quick  fixes,  but  to  take  a  long-term  point  of  view. 

Let  me  talk  about  the  long-term  first  and  then  talk  about  what 
we  can  do  immediately. 

We  in  New  York  have  done  a  number  of  studies,  including  our 
Thruway  Authority  and  Energy  Research  and  Development  Au- 
thority. We're  doing  one  in  conjunction  with  the  Commonwealth  of 
Massachusetts.  One  of  our  studies  showed  that  a  maglev  system 
could  operate  on  the  right-of-way  along  the  New  York  State 
Thruway  S£ifely  at  speeds  averaging  150  mph  and  at  top  speeds  of 
300  mph.  I  just  compare  that  with  the  Northeast  Corridor  electrifi- 
cation project  that  will  cost  $2  billion  with  average  speeds  of  only 
78  mph  and  top  speeds  of  150  mph. 

In  order  to  say  that  on  a  long-term  basis  we  think  that  you  ought 
to  provide  some  funding  for  the  ISTEA  demonstration  for  maglev, 
we  would  be  glad  to  compete.  I  have  actually  had  an  opportunity 
this  morning  to  hear  about  another  competitor  in  Pittsburgh.  We 
think  it  should  be  competitive. 

But  we  think  there  is  the  possibility  that  maglev  is  the  technolo- 
gy of  tomorrow  and  that  it  has  the  potential  to  replace  medium- 
distance  air  travel.  It  also  has  a  tremendous  opportunity  for  de- 
fense conversion.  We  could  take  companies  who  were  primarily  de- 
pendent upon  military  contracts  to  create  good  jobs  in  industry. 

In  the  meantime,  New  York  fully  recognizes  that  in  the  short 
run  we  need  to  upgrade  our  current  system  and  we  don't  think 
that  we  need  to  wait.  We  have  a  proposal  before  the  FRA  right 
now  to  demonstrate  125-mile  rail  passenger  service  within  this  cal- 
endar year. 

As  Graham  Claytor  told  your  subcommittee  last  week,  New 
York's  proposal  is  endorsed  by  Amtrak.  Ten  private  corporations 
have  expressed  interest  in  it.  New  York's  message  to  the  FRA  is 
that  the  Empire  Corridor  offers  a  true  high  speed  test  at  minimal 
cost.  That  is  because  New  York  has  already  paid  for  the  improved 
track  and  signal  systems.  A  demonstration  in  the  Empire  Corridor 
will  save  money,  reduce  risks,  and  help  other  corridors  upgrade 
their  own  infrastructure.  Amtrak's  enthusiastic  support  of  this  pro- 
gram is  a  solid  endorsement  of  its  value  to  America. 

The  problem  that  we're  concerned  about  is  that  the  FRA  seems 
to  be  choosing  to  ignore  the  section  1036  of  the  ISTEA  legislation 
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defining  125  mph,  the  world's  standard  for  high  speed  rail,  as  the 
threshold  for  funding  and  instead  setting  guidelines  at  90  mph 
minimums.  I  don't  know  what  they  have  in  mind,  but  if  they 
intend  to  spread  the  $5  million  all  over  the  country,  I  think  very 
little  will  have  been  accomplished. 

With  that  approach,  not  one  single  route,  including  the  Empire 
Corridor  will  be  able  to  achieve  the  125  mph.  The  United  States 
should  be  looking  to  lead  the  world  in  high  speed  transportation 
and  only  a  focused  development  effort  will  earn  us  that  leadership. 
We  believe  that  part  of  the  focus  should  be  on  the  development  of 
high  speed  locomotives  that  can  operate  on  both  electrified  and 
non-electrified  corridors. 

This  year's  high  speed  train  set  procurement — Amtrak  mentions 
plans  for  a  dual-powered  locomotive.  We  hope  this  is  a  commitment 
and  not  just  a  consideration  as  Mr.  Claytor  said  in  his  testimony 
before  this  subcommittee  on  March  15th. 

Most  of  all,  we  urge  a  true  working  partnership  between  the 
States  and  the  Federal  Government.  If  we  plan  together  carefully, 
if  we  proceed  together,  we  believe  that  it  may  be  America's  next 
great  moment  in  history.  We  think  the  time  to  decide  to  take  that 
step  is  now. 

Thank  you  very  much. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Lt.  Gov.  Lundine  follows:] 
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TESTIMONY  BY  STAN  LUNDINE 
LIEUTENANT  GOVERNOR,  STATE  OF  NEW  YORK 
HEARINGS  OF  THE  HOUSE  TRANSPORTATION  APPROPRIATIONS 

SUBCOMMITTEE 
ROOM  2358,  RAYBURN  HOUSE  OFFICE  BUILDING 
WASHINGTON,  D.C.        MARCH  24,  1993 


Chairman  Carr,  Congressman  Wolf,  members  of  the  Subcommittee, 
thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  testify  this  morning. 

I'm  here  today  because  these  hearings  are  vitally  important  to 
the  future  of  high  speed  surface  transportation  in  the  United 
States.   They  have  special  importance  for  the  State  of  New  York. 

For  more  than  160  years,  New  York  has  been  a  leader  in  intercity 
rail  passenger  service,  a  tradition  and  commitment  we  proudly 
maintain.   Since  1979,  Amtrak  has  regularly  achieved  speeds  of 
110  mph  on  segments  of  New  York's  Empire  Corridor.   This  is  the 
only  high  speed  rail  service  outside  the  federally-funded 
Northeast  Corridor,  and  was  made  possible  by  New  York's 
investment  of  over  $150  million  in  State  funds. 

Needless  to  say.  New  York  State  is  pleased  to  see  that  both 
Congress  and  President  Clinton  are  strongly  committed  to  high 
speed  rail.   We  believe  it's  no  longer  practical  or  productive 
for  states  like  New  York  to  "go  it  alone"  in  the  development  of 
high  speed  surface  transportation. 
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As  high  speed  surface  transportation  enters  a  new  age  of  federal- 
state  cooperation,  I'd  like  to  take  this  opportunity  to  briefly 
describe  what  New  York  is  doing  to  address  both  the  demand  for 
immediate  improvements  and  the  longer  term  issue  of  future  needs. 
New  York  firmly  believes  that  both  issues  must  be  addressed.   It 
is  not  in  America's  best  interest  to  focus  only  on  "quick  fixes." 
We  came  to  this  conclusion  after  years  of  careful  study. 

My  personal  involvement  began  in  1990,  when  Governor  Cuomo  asked 
me  to  direct  a  multi-agency  task  force  on  high  speed  surface 
transportation.   Our  main  goal  is  to  evaluate  the  potential  and 
suitability  of  different  high  speed  technologies. 

The  task  force  has  undertaken  four  major  studies  to  guide  New 
York's  high  speed  program.   One  study  found  that  there  is 
sufficient  right-of-way  along  the  New  York  State  Thruway  for  a 
tilt-body  maglev  to  operate  at  speeds  averaging  more  than  150  mph 
virtually  throughout  the  corridor,  with  top  speeds  of  300  mph. 
Compare  this  performance  with  the  Northeast  Corridor 
Electrification  Project,  which  will  cost  $2  billion  and  produce 
average  speeds  of  only  78  mph  and  top  speeds  of  150  mph. 

However,  New  York  is  not  committed  to  building  a  maglev  system, 
though  we  feel  it  may  have  distinct  advantages  over  traditional 
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steel-on-steel  alternatives.   We  recognize  that  an  intercity 
maglev  system  may  be  as  much  as  two  decades  away,  except  on  a 
demonstration  basis.   That's  one  reason  New  York  is  competing  for 
funds  appropriated  by  Congress  for  high  speed  rail  technology 
demonstrations . 

In  this  regard,  I'd  like  to  draw  your  attention  to  an  expression 
of  interest  submitted  by  the  New  York  State  Department  of 
Transportation  for  funding  under  Section  1036  (c)  of  the 
Intermodal  Surface  Transportation  Efficiency  Act  of  1991.   I 
believe  New  York's  proposal  offers  an  exceptional  opportunity  to 
demonstrate  125  mph  rail  passenger  service  outside  the  Northeast 
Corridor  —  and  to  do  so  within  this  calendar  year  at  minimal 
cost. 

As  Graham  Claytor  told  you  last  week.  New  York's  proposal  has 
been  endorsed  by  Amtrak.   Ten  private  corporations  have  expressed 
interest  in  demonstrating  their  technologies.   A  number  of  other 
manufacturers  may  also  be  interested. 

I  hope  the  Federal  Railroad  Administration  recognizes  what  New 
York  is  offering:   a  true  high  speed  rail  test  bed  at  minimal 
cost.   New  York  has  already  paid  for  improvements  to  tracks  and 
signal  systems.   For  the  last  13  years  we  have  safely  operated 
passenger  trains  at  speeds  up  to  110  mph  along  a  96-mile  segment 
of   this  corridor. 
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Demonstrating  high  speed  service  in  the  Empire  Corridor  will  save 
money,  reduce  risks  and  help  other  corridors  upgrade  their 
infrastructure.   Amtrak's  enthusiastic  support  of  this  program  is 
a  solid  endorsement  of  its  value  to  the  nation. 

However,  a  possible  problem  has  arisen.   I  am  concerned  that  the 
FRA  has  chosen  to  ignore  Section  1036  of  the  ISTEA,  which  defines 
125  mph  as  the  threshold  for  funding.   Instead,  FRA  guidelines 
set  a  90  mph  minimum.   Everywhere  else  in  the  world  the  standard 
for  high  speed  rail  is  125  mph.   Meeting  this  standard  was 
certainly  the  intent  of  Congress  as  expressed  in  Section  1036. 
Why  the  FRA  lowered  the  standard  is  unclear.   Taking  this 
backward  step  does  not  help  America  compete  in  the  global  arena, 
nor  does  it  promote  the  development  of  high  speed  rail. 

I'm  sure  the  subcommittee  recognizes  that  spreading  $5  million  at 
various  locations  around  the  country  will  produce  little,  if  any, 
progress.   Not  one  route,  including  the  Empire  Corridor,  will  be 
able  to  achieve  125  mph.   New  technology  will  not  be  tested  at 
high  speed. 

I  believe  that  developing  and  testing  new  technology  must  be  one 
of  our  most  important  goals.   The  recent  test  of  the  X-2000  in 
the  Northeast  Corridor  was  a  positive  step.   However, 
electrically  powered  locomotives  are  of  no  use  in  most  parts  of 
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the  U.S.  because  most  rail  corridors  are  not  electrified.   A 
successful  high  speed  rail  program  requires  that  Amtrak  develop 
locomotives  that  can  operate  in  either  electrified  or  non- 
electrified  corridors. 

In  1991,  Congress  recognized  this  essential  requirement  by 
appropriating  $14  million  for  the  development  of  dual-powered 
locomotives.   Unfortunately,  Amtrak  has  found  all  designs  lacking 
in  one  respect  or  another,  and  has  canceled  the  solicitation. 

New  York  State  believes  the  development  of  an  advanced  dual- 
powered  locomotive  must  proceed  without  delay.   America  needs  a 
locomotive  that  can  do  125  mph  in  non-electrified  territory,  or 
in  mixed  electric  and  non-electric  routes.   I  ask  your  support 
for  both  initiatives  —  developing  a  dual-powered  locomotive,  and 
demonstrating  125  mph  service  in  the  Empire  Corridor. 

I  understand  that  Amtrak  plans  to  include  an  advanced  dual- 
powered  locomotive  in  the  high  speed  trainset  procurement  they 
expect  to  move  forward  this  year.   New  York  hopes  this  represents 
a  commitment  by  Amtrak,  and  not  just  a  "consideration"  as  stated 
in  Mr.  Claytor's  testimony  of  March  15. 

With  proper  planning,  America  now  has  a  tremendous  opportunity  to 
recover  from  past  mistakes  and  make  both  short  and  long-term 
investments  in  high  speed  surface  transportation.   As  I  mentioned 
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earlier.  New  York  has  commissioned  four  studies  of  high  speed 
rail  and  maglev.   Two  are  complete.   Two  will  be  finished  this 
year.   Our  investigation  of  maglev  is  producing  results  that  are 
both  exciting  and  encouraging.   We  also  recognize  that  very  high 
speed  rail  —  such  as  the  French  TGV  —  is  a  possible  option. 

But  realistically,  I  believe  it  will  be  difficult  to  find  rights- 
of-way  for  the  kind  of  very  high  speed  rail  systems  now 
operating  in  France,  Germany  and  Japan.   Maglev,  on  the  other 
hand,  appears  compatible  with  existing  highway  corridors  and,  in 
the  long  run,  may  prove  to  be  our  best  investment.   As  we  work  to 
upgrade  our  existing  rail  system,  I  strongly  urge  the 
Subcommittee  to  support  the  maglev  demonstration  program 
authorized  by  ISTEA. 

Without  such  a  commitment,  the  true  value  of  maglev  will  never  be 
understood,  and  maglev  technology  —  which  was  invented  in  New 
York  —  will  continue  to  be  developed  by  other  nations.   The  U.S. 
will  be  left  behind  in  the  race  for  a  new  generation  of  surface 
transportation  systems.   If  the  Subcommittee  supports  the  ISTEA 
maglev  demonstration,  I  believe  America  can  leapfrog  the 
competition.   Our  nation  can  lead  the  way  to  the  21st  century. 

We  all  realize  that  high  speed  surface  transportation  will 
require  an  enormous  investment.   In  New  York  we're  getting  ready 
to  make  some  very  important  decisions  that  have  sweeping 
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implications  for  commerce.  Industry  and  the  mobility  of  our 
people.   While  I'm  not  sure  which  direction  New  York  will  take,  I 
do  know  that  America  now  has  a  golden  opportunity  to  develop  a 
working  partnership  between  the  states  and  the  federal 
government . 

If  we  plan  carefully,  and  plan  together,  high  speed  surface 
transportation  could  be  America's  next  great  moment  in  history. 
The  time  to  decide  is  now. 


#  #  # 
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Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you,  Governor.  We  appreciate  you  coming  down 
and  telling  us  about  New  York's  plans. 

How  much  has  New  York  put  into  the  Empire  Corridor  to  date? 

Mr.  LuNDiNE.  The  entire  amount  that  we  have  invested? 

Mr.  Carr.  Yes. 

Mr.  LuNDiNE.  That  would  be  $150  million. 

Mr.  Carr.  And  how  much  more  needs  to  be  done? 

Mr.  LuNDiNE.  We  are  asking  for  $5  million.  That's  all  we  think  is 
necessary  to  achieve  the  120  mph  speeds  between  roughly  Pough- 
keepsie  and  Schenectady,  which  is  more  than  100  miles. 

Mr.  Carr.  The  $150  million  has  been  used  primarily  for  what? 

Mr.  LuNDiNE.  Improvement  of  the  track  and  the  signal  system. 

Mr.  Carr.  How  many  grade  crossings  are  there  on  that? 

Mr.  LuNDiNE.  There  is  a  lot.  I  can't  tell  you  how  many.  I  will  be 
glad  to  get  that  information  for  you. 

Mr.  Carr.  A  lot  of  people  think  about  high  speed  and  they  don't 
think  that  one  of  the  speed  limiters  is  the  number  of  grade  cross- 
ings you  have  and  not  how  fast  the  train  will  actually  go. 

Mr.  LuNDiNE.  We  have  made  tremendous  improvements  in  our 
grade  crossings  on  the  east  side  of  the  Hudson  River  during  the 
last  decade,  partly  to  improve  freight  as  well  as  to  improve  the 
safety  of  the  Amtrak  system. 

Outside  of  the  Northeast  Corridor,  I  would  guess  that  the  route 
from  Albany  to  New  York  City,  about  150  miles,  is  widely  used  and 
that  the  amount  of  ridership  is  probably  as  high  as  almost  any- 
where in  the  country. 

We  would  propose  a  125-mile  demonstration  just  west  as  far  as 
Schenectady. 

Mr.  Carr.  Where  does  the  Empire  go  now?  Does  it  terminate  in 
Albany? 

Mr.  LuNDiNE.  No,  it  goes  west. 

Mr.  Carr.  How  many  trains  a  day  do  they  operate?  Do  you  have 
any  idea? 

Mr.  LuNDiNE.  I  would  guess  six  a  day  each  way,  but  that  is  just  a 
guess. 

Mr.  Carr.  Can  you  let  us  know  for  the  record  how  many  seats 
are  going  in  that  corridor? 

Mr.  LuNDiNE.  We  would  be  glad  to  do  that.  And  we  are  pleased 
to  compete  for  these  funds.  We  are  not  here  asking  the  subcommit- 
tee to  designate  us.  We  are  just  Eisking  the  subcommittee  to  direct 
the  FRA  not  to  compromise  on  the  standards  that  have  already 
been  set  into  law. 

Mr.  Carr.  It  is  our  understanding  that  Amtrak  wants  to  do  a 
demonstration  project,  if  you  will,  by  reengining  one  of  the  French 
turbine  trains.  They  anticipate  using  it  on  the  Empire  Corridor.  Is 
that  your  understanding? 

Mr.  LuNDiNE.  We  think  dual  use  is  a  very  important  innovation 
and  we  strongly  support  that. 

Mr.  Carr.  Outside  of  Amtrak's  plans  for  that  demonstration,  I 
am  curious  why  the  Empire  Corridor  was  not  designated  as  one  of 
the  high  speed  corridors  by  the  Secretary  of  Transportation. 

Mr.  LuNDiNE.  I  can't  answer  that. 

Mr.  Carr.  Was  it  submitted? 

Mr.  LuNDiNE.  Yes,  it  was. 
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Mr.  Carr.  Were  there  any  other  New  York  submissions? 

Mr.  LuNDiNE.  I  don't  believe  so. 

Obviously,  we  are  part  of  the  Northeast  Corridor.  Obviously,  also 
I  think  you're  well  aware  that  we  have  improved  the  connection 
between  the  Northeast  Corridor  service  and  the  Empire  by  having 
all  the  trains  go  into  Penn  Station  where  formally  one  terminated 
in  Grand  Central  and  the  other  at  Penn  Station. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  think  its  synergism  is  fairly  obvious,  but  it  is  kind  of 
curious  to  me — maybe  you  aren't  the  person  to  ask.  Maybe  we 
should  ask  the  former  Secretary  of  Transportation.  When  the  des- 
ignated high  speed  corridors,  they  certainly  designated  a  high 
speed  corridor  from  Saint  Louis  through  Chicago  to  Detroit,  but 
they  had  no  problem  designating  also  a  spur  up  to  Milwaukee  as 
part  of  that  corridor.  Yet  the  Northeast  Corridor  has  been  desig- 
nated without  including  specifically  the  Empire  Corridor. 

Mr.  LuNDiNE.  Right. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  was  just  curious  as  to  why  they  wouldn't  do  that. 

Mr.  LuNDiNE.  If  we  have  any  perspective  on  that,  I  would  be  glad 
to  submit  that  subsequently  for  the  record,  but  I  can't  tell  you. 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Wolf? 

Mr.  Wolf.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Welcome  to  the  committee. 

Mr.  LuNDiNE.  We  had  requested  to  be  designated — the  Empire 
Corridor.  We  were  not.  And  we  believe  that  we're  the  only  ones 
that  can  meet  the  125  mph  criteria.  If  the  criteria  is  retained  for 
this  year,  we  believe  we  can  do  it  and  we  can  do  it  this  year  and  we 
are  probably  the  only  one  in  the  country  who  can. 

Mr.  Wolf.  You  just  answered  my  question. 

On  page  4  you  talk  about  the  90  mph  versus  the  125  mph.  Who 
does  that  open  it  up  to?  How  many  additional? 

Mr.  LuNDiNE.  I  don't  know  how  many.  We  have  just  been  told  by 
FRA  officials  that  they  might  want  to  spread  this  $5  million 
around  the  country  by  lowering  it  to  90  mph. 

Mr.  Wolf.  So  you  don't  know  that  as  a  fact? 

Mr.  LuNDiNE.  No,  I  don't. 

Mr.  Wolf.  You  say  that  you're  concerned  that  the  FRA  has 
chosen  to  ignore  section  1036— so  you  just  heard  that  they  may  be 
doing  this?  You're  not  sure  about  it? 

Mr.  LuNDiNE.  Yes. 

Mr.  Wolf.  And  your  concern  is  that  if  you  drop  to  90  mph,  that 
opens  up  that  many  more.  If  you  keep  it  at  125  mph  that  pretty 
much  targets  you  all.  And  you  think  that  125  mph  is  what  high 
speed  is  viewed  at  around  the  world. 

Mr.  LuNDiNE.  We  think  it  is  in  the  national  interest  to  achieve 
that  speed.  If  there  is  someplace  else  that  can  compete  with  us  to 
do  it,  that  is  fine.  We  think  that  we  can  and  that  it  is  not  rationale 
in  the  national  interest  to  lower  the  standard  beneath  the  world 
standard  when  you  have  only  $5  million  to  spend  on  the  demon- 
stration. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Help  me  here. 

It  says,  "I  am  concerned  that  the  FRA  has  chosen  to  ignore  sec- 
tion 1036  of  the  ISTEA."  What  does  that  say? 

Mr.  LuNDiNE.  That  is  should  be  a  125-mile  demonstration. 

Mr.  Wolf.  It  says  that  clearly? 
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Mr.  LuNDiNE.  Yes. 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Carr.  Just  in  closing,  I  want  to  indicate  that  the  nature  of 
my  questioning  had  to  do  with  the  fact  that  £is  you  know  the  $5 
milUon  was  designated  for  the  high  speed  rail  corridors,  of  which 
five  were  names  and  the  Empire  Corridor  was  not  one.  I  think  we 
are  quite  candidly  going  to  have  a  hard  time  giving  money.  From  a 
congressional  point  of  view,  it  would  require  a  waiver  of  a  point  of 
order  to  spend  money  that  was  designated  to  other  places  in  a 
place  that  wasn't  designated. 

Mr.  LuNDiNE.  I  am  not  sure  that  this  section  is  part  of  that  desig- 
nation. In  fact,  my  understanding  is  quite  the  opposite.  I  don't 
think  that  is  the  problem  that  you  do,  but  I  will  look  into  it  fur- 
ther. 

Mr.  Carr.  We  will,  too.  But  in  addition,  we  are  going  to  be,  in  all 
likelihood,  supporting  Amtrak's  request  for  capital  improvements 
in  the  turbine  technology  which  will  be  operating  on  the  corridor. 
So  in  the  event  the  $5  million  isn't  there,  we  want  you  to  know 
that  we  understand  that  we  are  making  a  contribution  through 
Amtrak  to  that  Empire  Corridor  in  the  testing  of  feasibility  of 
higher  speeds  in  the  corridor. 

Thank  you  for  being  here. 

Mr.  LuNDiNE.  Thank  you. 

[Additional  information  follows:] 
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Stan   Lundine 

Lieutenant  Governor 


State  of  New  York 

Office  of  the  Lieutenant  Governor 

Albany  12224 


March  29,  1993 

Honorable  Bob  Carr 

Chairman 

Subcommittee  on  Transportation 

House  Committee  on  Appropriations 

2358  Rayburn  House  Office  Building 

Washington,  DC  20515 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman: 

Thank  you  once  again  for  the  opportunity  to  testify  before  your 
Subcommittee  on  high  speed  rail  and  maglev. 

Following  my  statement  at  the  hearings  on  March  24  you  asked  me 
to  provide  additional  detail  on  New  York's  rail  service  along  the 
Empire  Corridor.   At  this  time  I  am  pleased  to  respond  to  the 
questions  you  raised.   If  I  can  be  of  further  assistance,  please 
call  me,  or  Clark  Whelton  of  my  staff,  at  (518)  474-4623.   In 
addition,  Jim  Goldwater  of  Governor  Cuomo 's  Washington  office  can 
be  reached  at  638-1311. 

QnESTION:   Does  Section  1036(c)  of  the  Intermodal  Surface 
Transportation  Efficiency  Act  of  1991  specifically  require  125 
mph  speed  and  in-passenger  service? 

ANSWER:   As  you  know,  Section  1036(c)  of  ISTEA  established  a 
national  high  speed  ground  transportation  technology 
demonstration  program.   This  section  only  requires  that  projects 
demonstrate  advancements  in  high  speed  ground  transportation 
technology  on  any  high  speed  system  in  revenue  service  or  under 
construction  at  the  time  the  application  is  made. 

While  subsection  (c)  of  Section  1036  does  not  define  high  speed 
ground  transportation,  subsection  (e)  contains  a  definition  of 
high  speed  rail  to  be  used  in  connection  with  the  administration 
of  the  Railroad  Revitalization  and  Regulatory  Reform  Act  of  1976 
as  follows: 
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"Definltlons  —  As  used  In  this  section,  the  term  "high  speed 
rail"  means  all  forms  of  non-highway  ground  transportation 
that  run  on  rails  providing  transportation  service  which  is: 

(1)  reasonably  expected  to  reach  sustained  speeds  of  more  than 
125  miles  per  hour;  and 

(2)  made  available  to  members  of  the  general  public  as 
passengers . " 

This  specific  definition  of  high  speed  rail  that  amends  existing 
federal  railroad  law  is,  in  effect,  the  only  definition  for  high 
speed  surface  transportation  and  should  be  used  as  the  basis  for 
FRA  to  advance  the  High  speed  Rail  Demonstration  program. 

Section  1010  of  ISTEA  provides  funds  for  the  elimination  of  hazards 
at  rail-highway  crossings.   We  believe  that  the  criteria  for 
selection  of  high  speed  rail  corridors  used  for  Section  1010  (90 
mph)  does  not  constitute  a  definition  of  high  speed  ground 
transportation  technology  and  is  not  relevant  to  Section  1036. 

Section  1010  is  specifically  intended  to  provide  funding  for  the 
elimination  of  hazards  at  rail-highway  crossings  "where  railroad 
speeds  of  90  miles  per  hour  are  occurring  or  are  expected  to  occur 
in  the  future  and  where  substantial  rail  passenger  service  is 
provided."  This  criteria  does  not  constitute  a  universal 
definition  of  high  speed  rail,  whereas  the  amending  language  to  the 
4-R  Act  cited  above  is  clearly  cited  as  a  "definition"  and, 
therefore,  should  be  applied  as  the  definition  of  high  speed  rail 
service. 

It  is  clear  that  Congress  intended  that  Section  1036  is  to  be  used 
for  the  purposes  of  encouraging  the  development  of  new,  high  speed 
technologies.   In  Section  1036(c)(1),  it  is  stated  that  the 
Secretary  of  Transportation  and  various  federal  departments  "shall 
lead  and  coordinate  Federal  efforts  in  the  research  and  development 
of  high  speed  around  transportation  technologies  in  order  to  foster 
the  implementation  of  magnetic  levitation  and  high  speed  steel 
wheel  on  rail  transportation  systems  as  alternatives  to  existing 
transportation  systems"  (emphasis  added) . 

Since  Amtrak  has  operated  passenger  service  at  speed  up  to  110  mph 
successfully  in  New  York  State  in  both  electrified  and  non- 
electrified  territories  for  more  than  13  years,  there  is  virtually 
no  new  technology  research  and  development  necessary  to  prove  that 
a  corridor  can  operate  at  90  mph.  It  has  already  been  achieved. 
The  technology  developed  in  New  York  is  available  to  upgrade  other 
corridors  to  at  least  90  mph. 

Congress  clearly  intended  in  Section  1036  that  a  program  be 
estciblished  that  would  enhance  the  state-of-the-art  in  rail 
technologies,  thus  providing  the  seed  money  to  enable  speeds  in 
excess  of  those  already  attained  today. 
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New  York  believes  that  this  clear  congressional  direction  supports 
our  position  that  Section  1036  be  used  for  demonstrations  of  high 
speed  service  that  improve  upon  what  is  already  achieved  today. 
New  York's  proposal  to  demonstrate  125  mph  service  unquestionably 
meets  this  intent. 

Attached  are  two  letters  from  the  New  York  State  Congressional 
Delegation  in  support  of  our  "Expression  of  Interest"  for  the  high 
speed  demonstration  program.   The  letters,  to  Secretary  Pena  and 
Graham  Claytor  of  Amtrak,  affirm  New  York's  status  as  an  existing 
high  speed  rail  corridor  capable  of  achieving  speeds  of  at  least 
125  miles  per  hour  with  minimal  improvements  to  the  track  and 
signal  systems. 

QUESTION:   Why  wasn't  the  Empire  Corridor  designated  a  high  speed 
corridor?  Did  New  York  state  apply? 

ANSWER:   The  Empire  Corridor  was,  in  fact,  designated  as  an 
existing  high  speed  rail  corridor  (as  was  the  Northeast  Corridor) 
as  part  of  the  Federal  Railroad  Administration's  designation 
process.   As  noted,  Section  1010  of  ISTEA  authorizes  funds  ($5 
million  annually)  for  the  elimination  of  hazards  at  railway-highway 
crossings  in  up  to  five  railway  corridors  "where  railroad  speeds  of 
90  miles  per  hour  are  occurring  or  can  reasonably  be  expected  to 
occur  in  the  future . " 

New  York  State  applied  for  funding  under  this  program  and  received 
$1  million  to  undertake  the  program  objectives.   The  funds, 
however,  did  not  come  from  Section  1010  but  from  discretionary 
Section  3  funds  from  the  Federal  Transit  Administration.   FRA 
recognized  that  the  selection  process  was  inherently  unfair  to 
existing  higher  speed  corridors  and  worked  with  FTA  to  provide 
funding  for  New  York.   Letters  communicating  this  award  indicate 
that  the  five  so-called  high  speed  corridors  are  in  addition  to  the 
two  existing  high  speed  corridors,  the  Northeast  Corridor  and  the 
Empire  Corridor  (New  York  City  to  Buffalo) .   Attached  is  a  copy  of 
the  letter  announcing  New  York's  grant  that  cites  the  Empire 
Corridor  as  an  existing  high  speed  corridor. 

The  selection  process  for  the  Section  1010  corridors  appeared  to  be 
an  attempt  to  qualify  very  long  corridors  around  the  country  as  90 
mph  corridors  —  in  a  sense,  to  establish  a  relatively  low  speed, 
but  attainable,  goal  for  these  corridors.   Some  2,500  miles  of  rail 
corridors  were  included  with  an  almost  equal  number  of  crossings. 
To  put  this  program  in  perspective.  New  York  has  found  that  it 
costs  $250,000  to  install  proper  gates  and  flashers  to  protect  a  90 
mph  double  track  crossing.   The  entire  $5  million  national  program 
for  FY  1993  would  therefore  provide  protection  for  less  than  one 
percent  of  the  affected  crossings  in  the  selected  corridors. 
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QUE8TION:   Was  the  $5  million  designated  for  the  Section  1010 
corridors? 

ANSWER:   No.   The  $5  million  authorized  in  Section  1036(c)  of  ISTEA 
was  originally  zero  budgeted.   But,  with  the  full  support  of  New 
York's  Congressional  Delegation,  these  funds  were  ultimately  made 
available  in  FY  93.   FRA  appears  to  have  made  an  assumption  that 
the  designated  90  mph  corridors  (plus  the  Empire  Corridor)  are, 
effectively,  the  eligible  recipients  for  Section  1036.   Section 
1036(c)  is  intended  as  a  program  to  work  with  the  private  sector  on 
developing  new  technologies  for  high  speed  application. 

New  technologies  are  not  necessary  for  operating  speeds  of  90  mph, 
or,  for  that  matter,  110  mph  (the  current  top  speed  on  the  Empire 
Corridor) .   Speeds  in  excess  of  110  mph  exist  only  on  the 
electrified  Northeast  Corridor,  which  operates  almost  as  a 
dedicated  right-of-way.   New  York's  proposal  would  enable  the 
development  of  technologies  which  would  allow  125  mph  operations  in 
non-electrified  territory  and  in  mixed  (freight  and  passenger) 
traffic. 

QUESTION:   How  much  money  has  New  York  State  spent  on  the  Empire 
Corridor? 

ANSWER:   From  the  mid-1970s  to  the  present,  the  New  York  State 
Department  of  Transportation  has  spent  approximately  $160  million 
on  Amtrak  improvements,  which  include  the  West  Side  Connector/ Penn 
Station  project,  station  rehabilitations  and  construction  projects, 
and  high  speed  track  and  signal  improvements. 

QUESTION:  How  many  at-grade  and  grade  separation  crossings  are  on 
the  Empire  Corridor? 

ANSWER:   There  are  approximately  149  public  at-grade  crossings  on 
the  Empire  Corridor.  In  addition,  there  are  some  143  private 
crossings  and  approximately  165  bridges  (highway  over  railroad) . 
However,  in  the  proposed  high  speed  demonstration  segment  between 
Schenectady  and  Poughkeepsie  there  are  only  12  grade  crossings. 

QUESTION:   How  many  trains  operate  daily  on  the  Empire  Corridor? 

ANSWER:   While  there  is  some  fluctuation  depending  on  the 
particular  day,  on  average  there  are  nine  round  trip  trains  per  day 
between  Schenectady/ Albany  and  New  York  City.   Of  these,  one 
continues  on  to  Montreal  via  the  D  &  H  railroad,  one  continues  on 
to  Syracuse,  three  go  to  Buffalo  (one  of  which  continues  to 
Chicago) ,  and  one  goes  to  Toronto  via  Niagara  Falls. 
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QUESTIONi   How  many  dally  passengers  are  there  on  the  Empire 
Corridor? 

AMSWERt   The  total  annual  ridership  on  the  Empire  Corridor  across 
New  York  State  was  between  1.4  and  1.5  million  passengers  in  1992, 
for  an  average  daily  total  of  about  4,300  riders.   Empire  Corridor 
service  operates  between  Penn  Station  in  New  York  City  and  Niagara 
Falls,  and  includes  stops  at  Yonkers,  New  Rochelle,  Croton-Harmon , 
Poughkeepsie,  Rhinecliff,  Hudson,  Albany-Rensselaer,  Schenectady, 
Amsterdam,  Utica,  Rome,  Syracuse,  Rochester,  Buf falo-Depew,  and 
Buffalo-Exchange  Street . 

QUESTION:   Were  other  rail  lines  in  New  York  considered  for  the 
high  speed  technology  demonstration  proposal? 

ANSWER:   Yes.   The  New  York  State  Department  of  Transportation 
looked  at  the  many  aspects  of  all  the  rail  corridors  in  New  York 
State  that  are  currently  used  by  Amtrak.   The  Schenectady  to 
Poughkeepsie  portion  of  the  Empire  Corridor  was  chosen  based  on  — 
among  other  things  —  past  high  speed  improvements  and  existing 
operational  conditions  (i.e.,  60  miles  of  90  mph  or  greater  maximum 
speeds) . 

QUESTION:   How  much  money  does  New  York  need  to  permanently 
Implement  high  speed  rail  across  the  state? 

ANSWER:   The  answer  to  this  question  depends  on  how  much  of  our 
existing  rail  passenger  network  is  to  be  upgraded  to  high  speed. 
NYSDOT  estimates  that  to  upgrade  the  New  York  City  to  Schenectady 
portion  to  permanently  implement  125  mph  operation  would  cost  some 
$250  million.   Upgrading  the  Schenectady  to  Buffalo  route  to 
permanently  implement  125  mph  operation  would  cost  approximately 
$600  million.   (Service  between  Schenectady  and  Montreal  is 
provided  via  the  Adirondack  Corridor,  which  is  not  addressed  in 
these  estimates) .   To  achieve  a  higher  maximum  speed,  such  as  150 
mph,  or  to  address  many  of  the  speed  restrictions  that  exist  on 
portions  of  these  routes  to  increase  the  average  speed,  would 
considerably  increase  these  estimates. 

Again,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  appreciate  your  interest  and  ask  for  your 
support . 

With  best  regards. 

Sincerely, 


smceMiy, 


Stan  Lundine 
Lieutenant  Governor 

SL:cw 

enc. 
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Federal  fUiirasd  FxfanU  Transit  .         F*d«rii  Highwav 

Admmistrttion  Adminiattatioii  '        Admihlttration 


OCT  30  HSZ 

Mr.  H«nry  L.  Peyrebrune 

Xssis^ani:  Coscsiss loner 

Office  of  Transportation  Policy 

and  Public  Transpctrtation 
New  York  Departaent  of  Transportation 
1220  vrashing-ton  Avenu« 
Albany,  KV   12232 

Dear  Mr.  Peyrebrune: 

We  are  pleased  to  adviea  you  that  wc  aro  Allocating  $1  million 
of  Federal  Transit  Adsjinlstratlon  discretionary  funds  for  the 
elimination  of  highway-rail  grade  crossing  hazards  on  the 
portion  of  the  New  York  state  E»ptre  Corridor  between  Mew  York 
City  and  Hoffnans  where  there  is  conuButer  service. 

The  iaprovenents  for  high  speed  rail  service  in  this  corridor 
are  beting  funded  in  conjunction  vith  new  corridors  being 
selected  for  high  speed  rail  service  pursuant  to  Section  lOlQ 
of  the  Interootial  Surface  Transportation  Efficiency  Act  of  1991 
(XSTSX)  .   once  the  nev  corridors  (see  enclosure)  eire  fully 
developed  by  the  States  and  localities  for  high  speed  sesrvice 
(100-150  aph;  ,  they  will  join  your  Eatpire  Corridor  which  has  a 
staxifflum  speed  of  110  mph  and  the  125  nph  Northeast  Corridor  as 
the  Nation's  high  speed  rail  passenger  service  networK 
continues  to  be  established. 

We  also  noted  in  your  Section  1010  application  the  state's 
strong  interest  in  the  Technology  Demonstration  Program 
es-tablifihed  by  Section  1036  of  ISTEA  far  assistance  to 
demonstrate  125  mph  service  in  the  corridor.   We  vill  certainly 
consider  an  application  from  Mew  York  under  Section  1036  once  . 
the  guidelines  are  issued  in  the  near  future. 

We  look  forward  to  working  with  Mew  York,  the  other  Northeast 
Corridor  States  and  the  Section  1010  recipients  in  the 
coiit.inucd  development  of  corridor  high  speed  rail  service  and 
in  the  continued  advancement  of  corridor  highway-rail  grade 
cross ing  safety. 


^  :. . 
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With  specific  regard  to  the  $l  nillicn  being  allocatsd  today, 
Jaaes  HcQuften,  the  Federal  Railroad  Adnlnistrat ion's  Associate 
Adainistrator  for  Rsilroad  Development  will  be  in  contact  ^mxy 
aeon   regarding  inpleaentation  of  projects  to  bs  funded  with 
theaa  funds.   His  telephone  nunber  is  (202)  36«-9660. 


Sincerely, 


ibext  2.  Canai-chael  J 
ainiatrator.  Federal 
Railroad  Administration 


Thomas  0.  Larson 
Adninistrator,  Federal 
Highway  Administration 


<^r^  O- 


Brian  ff.  cl^ 
Adminis  tratoK^^edera  1 
Transit  Adolnistration 


Enolosura 
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s-iO-i.rr-      iBiiu        r-ur.      -.,....-^-    ^.  ..    ....  /^         ^4.^^,44        P.  j^ 

Amtrak*^^ 

January   26,    1903 


HonorablQ   PranJtlin   E.    White 

Coiasiissioner 

Department  of  Transportation 

1220  Washington  Avenue 

Albany,  NY  12232 

Dear  Comaiaaioner  White: 

I  an  writing  in  reference  to  your  Januarv  IS  letter 
re?*rdin^  the  state's  propcsoj.  to  subnit  an  "i^-presaion  ci 
interest"  to  t-.e  Federal  Railroad  Acninistratiol  for  ISndIng 
under  Section  1036(c)  of  the  1991  Interaodal  Surface 
Transportation  Efficiency  Act  intended  for  technolo<?y 
denonstraticns  of  high-speed  transportation. 

<si',r^^,i:^~rt''^i  f^j*  tiiat  «n  oppox-'^ity  exists  for  Nev  York 
State  and  An-crak  to  deaonstrate  high-speed  rail  in  non-   '     • 
electrified  territory.   1  understand  that  our  staffs  have  been  in 
^'lar^?-"  '"''''^'"'   '""*"-"  '  ^""^*^  «^«^  "  ac^laS;"to 

A»t-^wr^^^  ^^'^  ^?r  ^"^^"''^t  eutU  support  for  improvii^g 
AatraX's  Empire  Corridor  route.  AmtraX  looks  for-rfard  to  beica  an 
active  partner  in  this  exciting  new  initiative.         ^^ 

Sincerely, 

W.  Srahaa  Claytor,  Jr. 
President 
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THE  NEW  YORK  STATE  f^f 
CONGRESSIONAL  DELEGATION^ 


February  25,  1993 


The  Honorable  Federico  F.  Pena 

tJnlce<i  States  Secretary  of  Transportation 

400  Seventh  Street,  8.W. 

Washington,  DC  20590 

Dear  Mr.  Secretary: 

We  are  pleased  that  the  State  of  New  York  recently  submitted 
to  the  Federal  Railroad  Administration  an  "Expression  of 
Intarest"  for  the  High  Speed  Ground  Transportation  Technology 
Der\onatration  Program  authorized  in  section  1036(c)  of  the 
Intamodal  Surface  Transportation  Efficiency  Act  of  19SI  (ISTEA) . 
We  are  writing  to  express  the  support  of  Che  New  York  State 
Co-gressional  Delegation  for  our  State's  conprehensive  and 
innovative  proposal,  which  we  believe  holds  the  potential, to 
Significantly  advance  intercity  passenger  rail  service. 

We  note  with  pride  that  New  York's  Einpire  Corridor  was 
recently  recognized  as  an  existing  high  speed  rail  corridor. 
Trains  there  currently  rue  at  speeds  of  110  miles  per  hour,  and, 
with  the  modifications  outlined  in  our  State's  proposal,  speeds 
of  at  least  12S  miles  per  hour  could  be  achieved  In  a  relatively 
short  time.   This  would  allow  for  actual,  in- service  testing  of 
new  high  speed  technologies  in  an  area  of  noneleccrif ied  track. 

Since  the  Empire  Corridor  may  be  the  only  corridor  in  the 
country  that  can  make  this  claim.  New  York's  proposal  may  also  be 
the  only  proposal  eligible  for  funding  under  section  1036(c)  of 
ISTEA.  As  you  are  undoubtably  aware,  that  section  defines 
q-jalifiad  high  speed  service  as  forais  of  rail  transportation  Chat 
can.  be: 

" (1)  reasonably  expected  to  reach  sustained  speeds  of  more 
Chan  125  Biph;  and, 
(2)  made  available  to  members  of  the  general  public  as 
passengers . • 
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Noc  only  does  New  YorJc's  propoaal  fit  these  criteria,  but  it 
also  represer.cs  a  unique  opportunity  to  develop  a  national 
damcastration  program  for  high  speed  rail  service.   Such  an 
initiative  would  aullow  other  nonelectrif ied  corridors  to  obaerve 
and  refine  the  new  locomotive  technology  that  New  York  seeks  to 
enroloy,  with  areas  of  possible  intprovament  being  those  of  track 
design,  and  signaling,  communication,  and  control  systems. 

rt  is  worth  pointing  out  that  Amtrak,  as  operator  of  New 
York's  intercity  rail  system,  supports  this  demonstration 
proposal  for  the  heavily  traveled  Empire  Corridor,  where  over 
thirty-seven  percent  of  Amtrak' s  fiscal  year  1992  passenger 
boardings  and  deboardings  took  place.   Thus,  we  view  the  project 
as  an  excellent  opportunity  for  Amtrak,  the  FEA,  and  the  State  of 
New  York  to  work  together  to  produce  an  in-revenue  demonstration 
of  12S-mile-per-hour  service. 

Accordingly,  we  urge  the  favorable  consideration  of  New 
York's  paSpb^l. 


Sinceraly, 


r-r«  K. — v^  •*gT~'->-.-v, 


Hamilton  Fish 
Vica  cbainaan 


h 


AcQ/Uo^.'w^ 


Daniel  ? .  Moynihan 
Co 'Chairman 


■^^^^^Ox^jjjfl^ 


Alfonsf*  O'Amato 
Co  -  ciiairman 


Louise  M.  Slaughter  ' 
Heai>^r 


cc :  Mr .  S .  Mark  Llndsey 
Acting  Administrator 
Federal  Railroad  Administration 
400  Seventh  Street,  S.W. 
Washington,  DC  20S90 

Mr.  James  T.  McQueen 
Associate  Administrator  for 

Railroad  Development 
Federal  Railroad  Administration 
400  Seventh  Street,  S.W. 
Waehington,  DC  20590 
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THE  NEW  YORK  STATE 
CONGRESSIONAL  DELEGATION 


February  25,  1993 


Mr.  w.  Graham  Claytor,  Jr. 
Preaidsnc  and  Chairman  of  che  Board 
National  Railroad  Passenger  Corporation 
60  Masaachuseccs  Avenue/  K.S. 
Washington,  DC  20002 


Dear  Mr.  Claycor: 

We  want  to  express  our  appreciation  to  fimtrak  for  supporting 
New  York  State's  "Expression  of  Interest"  for  a  section  1036(c) 
of  ISTEA  high  speed  technology  demonstration.  New  York  is 
convinced  that  its  proposal  is  the  only  practical,  near -term 
opportunity  for  demonstrating  125-mile-per-hour  rail  passenger 
service  in  nonelectrified  territory.  ' 

As  you  know,  however,  our  State  is  looking  at  the 
"Expression  of  Interest"  proposal  as  merely  the  first  stage  in  a 
multistage  program  to  upgrade  equipment  and  service  on  the  Empire 
Corridor.  As  noted  in  the  proposal,  a  commitment  on  the  part  of 
Amtrak  to  advance  locomotive  technology  to  the  state-of-the-art 
level  in  the  immediate  future  ia  essential  co  this  endeavor. 

New  York  State  believes  that  Amtrak' s  support  auad  enthusiasm 
regarding  its  proposal  imply  that  the  Corporation  recognizes  the 
benefits  of  fully  imple-tienting  the  phased  approach  that  has  been 
proffered.   Accordingly,  it  is  timely  co  reiterate  that  the 
second  phase  of  che  Empire  Corridor  service  upgrade  proposal 
requires  that  an  advanced,  dual -powered  locomotive  be 
constructed.   Such  a  locomotive  would  be  necessary  to  test  the 
various  technologies  asscciaced  with  chat  phase  and  to  provide 
New  York  wich  a  basis  to  see.k  and  achieve  future  Section  1036(c) 
funds.   Accordingly,  we  hope  that  AmcrcLk  will  continue  its 
current  solicitation  process  for  dual -powered  equipment. 
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TO 


p.o: 


We  Icok  forward  co  working  wicii  AmtraJe  tn  progressing  a  higt 
speed  progran".  chat  can  ser/e  r.o  complamenc  Che  completion  of  the 
Northeast  Corridor  electrification  project,  which  we  view  as  a 
separate,  independent  project  that  should  not  be  affected  by 
AmcraJc's  exploration  of  new  technologies  on  the  2mpire  Corridor. 

ThanX  you  for  your  cooperation  and  your  continuing  interest 
in  our  State.   ^_^ 

Sincerely, 


Louise  M 
Member 
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Wednesday,  March  24,  1993, 


MIAMI  INTERNATIONAL  AIRPORT; 
METRO  DADE  COUNTY  TRANSIT 

WITNESSES 

HON.  CARRIE  MEEK,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 
STATE  OF  FLORIDA 

HON.  WILLIAM  LEHMAN,  A  FORMER  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS 
FROM  THE  STATE  OF  FLORIDA 

COMMISSIONER  ALEXANDER  PENELAS,  CHAIRMAN,  COMMUNITY  AF- 
FAIRS COMMITTEE  AND  MEMBER,  TRANSPORTATION  COMMITTEE, 
BOARD  OF  COUNTY  COMMISSIONERS,  METRO-DADE  COUNTY,  FL 

ED  COLBY,  DIRECTOR,  METRO-DADE  TRANSIT  AGENCY 

GARY  DELLAPA,  ACTING  DIRECTOR,  METRO-DADE  COUNTY  AVIATION 
DEPARTMENT 

Mr.  Carr.  Our  next  witness  will  be  our  good  friend  and  col- 
league, member  of  the  Appropriations  Committee.  I  am  going  to 
call  on  you,  Ms.  Meek,  to  make  the  introduction. 

Ms.  Meek.  Mr.  Chairman,  first  of  all,  I  want  to  thank  you  for  al- 
lowing me  the  privilege  to  sit  here  with  your  subcommittee  today 
because  people  who  are  very  dear  to  my  heart  are  here  today  to 
present  a  program  or  proposal  to  you. 

I  have  with  me  today  former  Congressman  Lehman,  a  person 
who  talks  to  all  of  us  in  Dade  County  when  we  need  to  be  talked 
to.  I  am  sure  you  know  him. 

Sitting  next  to  him  is  our  commissioner.  He  is  the  bright  young 
man  of  Dade  County.  He  just  won  his  race  by  97  percent  of  the 
vote,  Mr.  Chairman.  Where  I  come  from,  those  numbers  are  high. 

Sitting  next  to  him  is  Gary  Dellapa,  who  is  now  the  manner  of 
our  airport  facility,  a  long-time  county  employee. 

Sitting  next  to  him  is  Ed  Colby,  director  of  our  transportation 
programs  in  the  county. 

They  have  a  presentation  to  make  to  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  would  like  to  welcome  all  of  you,  but  in  particular,  I 
would  like  to  say  what  a  delight  it  is  to  have  Chairman  Lehman 
back.  He  has  brought  back  the  orange  juice.  We  have  missed  the 
orange  juice  since  you  have  been  gone. 

Mr.  Lehman.  That's  $19  million  orange  juice.  [Laughter.] 

Mr.  Carr.  I  haven't  figured  out  whether  we  can  get  Vernor's  gin- 
gerale  down  here  yet. 

Mr.  Lehman.  I  have  it  at  home. 

Mr.  Carr.  It  is  nice  to  see  you  again. 

I  welcome  you  all  here  and  congratulate  you  on  your  victory. 
That  is  impressive. 

Chairman  Lehman,  why  don't  you  lead  off? 

Mr.  Lehman.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

First  I  just  want  to  thank  you  for  letting  me  be  here.  I  have 
heard  great  things  about  you  and  Mr.  Wolf  and  how  you  are 
moving  this  subcommittee  along.  I  like  the  idea  of  having  the  public 
witnesses  along  with  the  other  hearings  because  that  way  it 
doesn't  push  them  all  to  the  end  when  everybody  is  burnt  out. 

I  am  here  today  to  just  introduce  Alexander  Penelas,  who  is  a 
rising  star  in  our  local  government.  In  fact,  he  has  already  risen. 
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He  is  a  Cuban-American,  as  you  know.  He  can  testify  in  either 
Spanish  or  English,  whichever  you  prefer.  [Laughter.] 

Alex  Penelas? 

Mr.  Penelas.  Thank  you.  Congressman. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  I  am  Alex  Pene- 
las. I  am  a  member  of  the  Board  of  County  Commissioners  in  Dade 
County,  Florida.  I  also  have  the  pleasure  of  serving  as  the  chair- 
man of  our  local  committee  that  oversees  the  airport  and  the  sea- 
port. I  also  serve  as  a  member  of  our  Transportation  Committee. 
As  you  know,  that  committee  oversees  the  Dade  County  Aviation 
Department,  Miami  International  Airport,  and  all  of  our  reliever 
edrports. 

On  behalf  of  our  entire  Board  of  County  Commissioners,  I  am 
pleased  to  submit  the  following  testimony,  which  is  basically  a 
summary  of  an  elaborated  written  testimony  that  I  believe  the 
members  have  before  them.  I  am  going  to  try  to  be  very  brief  and 
perhaps  keep  my  comments  to  less  than  10  minutes  this  morning. 

I  would  be  somewhat  repetitive  to  tell  this  committee  the  signifi- 
cance of  Miami  International  Airport,  the  world's  10th  busiest  air- 
port in  total  passenger  traffic.  In  fact,  we  all  know  and  recognize  it 
as  the  hub  of  the  Americas.  Today  we  count  on  more  than  140  air 
carriers  who  do  business  at  Miami  International  Airport.  But  most 
importantly,  I  think,  is  that  we  are  currently  in  the  process  of  fi- 
nalizing a  master  plan  and  capacity  study,  which  would  fine-tune 
all  proposed  facility  construction.  It  also  has  as  its  purpose  to  maxi- 
mize land  usage  and  determine  an  accurate  forecast  of  the  airport's 
true  capacity. 

Very,  very  early  forecsists  from  the  study  project  that  by  the  year 
2005  Miami  International  Airport  will  be  serving  48  million  passen- 
gers a  year  and  over  2.2  million  tons  of  cargo.  In  fact,  as  we  speak, 
a  $2  billion  expansion  and  modernization  plan  is  underway  at  that 
facility  to  accommodate  projected  increases  in  passenger  and  cargo 
traffic.  This  development  program,  which  will  continue  into  the 
next  century,  is  in  fact  a  very  important  job-producing  component 
of  our  Dade  County  economy. 

Last  summer,  in  fact,  we  broke  ground  on  the  first  stage  of  a 
$500  million  cargo  facility  development  program,  which  will  pro- 
vide our  cargo  operators  with  state-of-the-art  cargo  handling  facili- 
ties. In  the  terminal  building,  expansion  projects  are  creating  new 
passenger  and  airline  facilities.  Construction  of  up  to  four  new  con- 
courses, and  extensions  to  existing  ones,  will  increase  aircraft  gates 
from  the  current  118  to  over  170,  a  significant  increase. 

Another  very  exciting  project  at  Miami  International  Airport  is 
our  new  concourse  A,  which  is  currently  under  construction,  and 
will  create  20  new  international  gates  when  completed.  This  con- 
course project  is  the  first  phase  of  a  recently  approved  development 
plan  which  will  help  facilitate  the  expansion  of  American  Airlines, 
which  now  carries  over  40  percent  of  Miami  International's  passen- 
gers. 

This  expansion  plan  calls  for  the  construction  of  a  mile-  long 
linear  terminal  that  will  house  60  gates  and  span  from  the  new 
concourse  A  to  an  extended  concourse  D.  I  should  also  note  that 
the  County  Commission  very  recently  approved  a  new  8,500-foot  air 
carrier  runway  on  the  far  northern  side  of  the  airport  to  provide 
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the  additional  capacity  required  for  the  678,000  aircraft  operations 
which  are  projected  for  the  year  2010. 

I  would  also  like  to  add  that  on  the  land  side  of  the  airport  $124 
million  of  ground  transportation  improvements  are  currently 
under  construction  or  in  the  design  phase. 

I  have  taken  the  liberty  to  explain  in  detail  some  of  our  expan- 
sion plans  because  I  think  it  goes  without  saying  that  our  current 
$2  billion  expansion  program  will  stretch  funding  needs  beyond  our 
financing  capabilities.  This  means  that  the  availability  of  State  and 
Federal  dollars  is  critical  to  the  financing  of  capacity  enhancement 
products  at  our  facilities  such  as  the  ones  I  described  earlier. 

Without  a  doubt,  we  rely  heavily  on  airport  improvement  pro- 
gram funding  as  the  primary  source  of  funding  for  these  projects. 
As  you  know,  the  AIP  was  reauthorized  in  1992  for  a  year  with 
many  desired  program  improvements.  We  strongly  believe  in  and 
would  like  to  see  a  multi-year  reauthorization  of  the  AIP  the  pre- 
serves the  program  improvements  enacted  last  year  with  author- 
ized funding  at  levels  above  those  currently  available. 

Let  me  also  take  a  moment,  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the 
committee,  to  express  our  concern  and  our  support  of  the  passenger 
facility  charge  program,  specifically  since  we  are  currently  viewing 
that  as  a  primary  source  of  funding  for  a  very,  very  exciting  multi- 
modal transportation  center  project  that  is  currently  being  consid- 
ered on  the  east  side  of  the  airport.  We  hope  that  the  PFC  program 
will  flourish  and  that  attempts  to  limit  it,  specifically  in  the  fre- 
quent flyer  areas  or  any  other  ways  to  restrict  or  limit  possible  rev- 
enues from  that  source,  would  be  opposed. 

Let  me  turn  very  specifically  to  those  items  for  which  we  are 
asking  funding.  Of  course,  a  more  elaborate  and  detailed  list  has 
been  provided  in  writing.  And  let  me  note  that  despite  the  pressing 
capital  development  needs  at  Miami  International  Airport,  we  be- 
lieve that  we  historically  have  not  received  our  fair  share  of  AIP 
discretionary  funds.  In  fact,  last  year  the  Aviation  Department 
gave  the  FAA  advanced  notification  of  its  proposal  to  request  let- 
ters of  intent.  This  proposal  is  now  being  revised  in  light  of  the 
American  Airlines  expansion  program.  It  is  our  hope  that  our  let- 
ters of  intent  will  receive  serious  consideration  when  they  are  fi- 
nalized. 

In  the  meantime,  we  urge  again  your  support  of  our  fiscal  year 
1994  AIP  funding  request.  We  have  identified  in  the  written  testi- 
mony $103  million  in  projects  which  are  scheduled  to  start  con- 
struction in  fiscal  year  1994  if  Federal  funding  is  available.  The 
AIP  eligible  share  of  these  projects  is  estimated  to  be  well  over  $76 
million.  The  funding  of  these  projects  and  other  planned  projects  is 
critical  to  providing  the  additional  capacity  that  we  so  desperately 
need  at  Miami  International  Airport.  Again,  we  urge  your  strong 
support  to  secure  these  discretionary  and  ^entitlement  funding. 

Finally,  I  am  compelled  to  briefly  touch  upon  the  issue  of  Home- 
stead Air  Force  Base  and  the  recommendations  to  close  that  base.  I 
would  personally  like  to  thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  know  you 
have  spent  a  lot  of  time  in  our  south  Florida  area.  You  have  ex- 
pressed a  very  genuine  interest  in  the  problems  that  have  affected 
south  Dade  and  have  extensively  toured  our  area. 
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I  don't  need  to  tell  you  how  important  Homestead  Air  Force  Base 
has  been  and  hopefully  will  continue  to  be  to  our  local  economy. 
Certainly  our  community  is  very  disheartened  by  the  closure  rec- 
ommendation and  would  like  to  see  the  Homestead  Air  Force  Base 
restored  to  its  pre-hurricane  condition  and  status.  However,  we 
also  must  recognize  an  opportunity  to  provide  additional  civil  avia- 
tion capacity. 

It  is  for  that  reason  that  we  have  requested  specifically  your  sup- 
port in  providing  funding  for  the  latter  phases  of  a  feasibility 
which  we  have  bid  out  and  awarded  in  the  amount  of  approximate- 
ly $3.5  million.  This,  of  course,  would  assist  us  in  identifying  the 
most  feasible  usage  for  that  facility,  specifically  along  the  lines  of 
joint  use. 

We  also  hope,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  we  could  specifically  count  on 
your  support  for  including  Homestead  Air  Force  Base  in  the  mili- 
tary airports  program  and  providing  funding  from  AIP  discretion- 
ary and  FAA  facilities  and  equipment  sources  for  those  purposes. 

Having  spent  a  few  moments  on  our  aviation  needs,  let  me  very 
quickly  turn  my  attention  to  our  transportation  concerns. 

Mr.  Lehman.  I  will  tell  you  what  we  really  want  to  do.  I  know 
you  don't  earmark  AIP  money,  and  I  know  you  don't  legislate  AIP 
money,  but  perhaps  you  could  put  some  report  language  in  there 
urging  the  FAA  to  give  full  consideration  to  the  request  for  the 
contract  to  expedite  these  projects  that  have  already  been  started. 

Thank  you. 

Mr.  Penelas.  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  as  it 
relates  to  public  transportation  and  our  transportation  system,  I 
think  I  may  be  somewhat  repetitive  in  sajdng  that  Dade  County  is 
rapidly  expanding  its  stature  as  one  of  the  primary  international 
hubs  for  tourists,  cargoes,  and  international  business.  I  briefly 
spoke  about  the  statistics  earlier. 

Because  of  the  volume  of  visitors  who  have  a  variety  of  intra- 
county  travel  needs,  a  modern  and  efficient  transportation  system 
is  in  fact  an  essential  part  of  our  developing  county  mobility  plan. 

As  the  Dade  County  area  continues  its  slow  recovery  from  the 
widespread  devastation  of  Hurricane  Andrew,  the  need  for  trans- 
portation infrastructure  is  further  extenuated  at  this  time.  Ap- 
proximately one-third  of  our  resident  population,  along  with  over 
100,000  homes  and  small  businesses  were  directly  affected  by  that 
disaster.  One  of  the  most  far-reaching  impacts  of  the  hurricane  ex- 
perience on  our  county's  transportation  infrastructure  has  been  its 
effect  on  traffic  congestion. 

Congresswoman  Meek,  the  others,  and  I  all  had  an  opportunity 
to  briefly  discuss  that  before  coming  to  this  hearing  this  morning. 
In  fact,  we  noted  that  the  greater  Miami  area  was  ranked  fourth  in 
the  Nation  in  traffic  congestion  before  Hurricane  Andrew.  Who 
knows  where  we  are  now? 

Since  the  hurricane,  traffic  congestion  has  worsened  significant- 
ly. The  effects  of  dislocated  residences  and  businesses  on  commuter 
traffic,  along  with  the  added  construction  traffic,  have  substantial- 
ly contributed  to  the  already  congested  conditions. 

As  a  result  of  the  increased  congestion,  the  transit  agency  has 
already  experienced  a  sizable  increase  in  ridership.  In  fact,  bus  rid- 
ership  today  is  up  almost  20  percent  over  pre-Andrew  levels.  Rail 
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ridership  is  at  its  highest  levels  ever.  These  statistics  contribute  to 
a  current  annualized  system  growth  rate  of  over  12  percent  and 
they  are  expected  to  increase. 

While  the  impact  of  the  hurricane  has  definitely  strained  our  ex- 
isting transportation  infrastructure,  analysis  of  the  longer  term 
trends  and  patterns  suggest  that  the  county's  long-range  transpor- 
tation plan  remains  intact.  What  has  changed,  without  a  doubt,  is 
the  urgent  need  for  when  these  projects  are  needed.  Hurricane 
Andrew  has,  without  a  doubt,  exacerbated  and  materially  acceler- 
ated the  need  for  certain  components  of  the  long  range  transporta- 
tion plan. 

It  is  with  these  objectives  that  Metro-Dade  County  specifically  re- 
quests here  today  that  the  following  projects  and  funding  amounts 
be  represented  in  the  fiscal  year  1994  Federal  transportation  ap- 
propriations legislation.  I  will  talk  about  three  of  them  specifically. 

Number  one,  fully  fund  title  III  of  the  ISTEA  of  1991.  Full  fund- 
ing of  the  Federal  Transit  Act  component  of  ISTEA  would  enable 
Dade  County,  through  its  section  9  and  section  3  fixed  guideway 
modernization  appropriations,  to  finance  some  of  the  capital  needs 
associated  with  its  now  foreshortened  long-range  transportation 
plan. 

Full  funding  would  also  provide  discretionary  section  3  bus  and 
fixed  guideway  funds  to  enable  Dade  County  to  accelerate  develop- 
ment of  public  transit  expansion  projects  in  both  categories  to  alle- 
viate the  critical  congestion  concerns  that  I  have  expressed  earlier. 

Number  two,  acquisition  of  30  articulated  buses  and  20  small 
buses.  Capacity  needs  to  be  expanded  on  several  existing  Metro  bus 
routes  to  meet  those  ridership  demands  that  I  described  to  you  ear- 
lier. Service  frequency  on  these  routes  has  been  increased  to  maxi- 
mum practical  levels  and  further  capacity  increases  can  best  be  ac- 
complished by  higher  capacity  vehicles. 

As  you  all  recall,  this  subcommittee  earmarked  $15  million  from 
its  section  3  program  last  fiscal  year  for  purchase  of  the  initial  40 
articulated  buses.  Bids  are  currently  being  advertised  for  that 
project. 

Additionally,  through  previous  demonstration  projects  and  the 
post-hurricane  supplemental  emergency  service,  the  Metro-Dade 
Transit  Agency  has  identified  an  efficient  and  effective  use  of 
smaller — basically  less  than  40-foot — coaches  in  the  Dade  County 
area.  Specifically,  a  $12.2  million  total  appropriation  of  section  3 
bus  tier  funding  for  next  fiscal  year  is  requested  to  fund  this 
project. 

Finally,  number  three,  the  27th  Avenue  Metro  Rail  extension  to 
the  Broward  County  line.  This  9.5-mile  extension  of  Metro  Rail  will 
provide  connections  from  Carol  City,  Miami-Dade  Community  Col- 
lege, Opa  Locka,  and  Golden  Glades  to  the  existing  transit  system 
along  with  service  to  and  from  Joe  Robbie  Stadium  and  Kaulda 
Racetrack. 

The  Carol  City  and  Opa  Locka  connections  will  provide  express 
links  to  the  existing  transit  network  for  many  of  our  transit  de- 
pendent businesses  and  residents.  The  Miami-Dade  Community 
College  connection  will  provide  a  transit  link  with  the  main 
campus  of  the  largest  community  college  in  the  Nation.  Miami- 
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Dade  Community  College  is  highly  supportive  and  has  committed 
to  a  joint  development  program. 

When  this  project  was  initially  planned,  Kaulda  Racetrack  with 
its  horse-racing  events,  and  Joe  Robbie  Stadium  with  the  Miami 
Dolphins'  schedule,  were  both  significant  ridership  draws,  but  were 
highly  seasonal  in  nature.  As  you  can  imagine,  we  have  acquired 
professional  baseball  since  then  and  the  need  to  expand  the  capac- 
ity to  Joe  Robbie  Stadium  with  an  additional  81  home  games  is 
self-evident. 

Also  included  in  this  specific  project  are  proposed  transit  inter- 
cepts with  the  Cridigney  Parkway,  the  Palmetto  Expressway,  and 
the  Homestead  extension  of  the  Florida  Turnpike,  along  with  park- 
ing garages  providing  a  total  of  3,000  park-and-ride  spaces  and 
other  bus/rail  interfaces.  Each  of  these  major  highway  intercepts  is 
intended  to  significantly  mitigate  the  two  worst  congested  corridors 
in  south  Florida  which  are  1-95  and  S.R.  826. 

Utilizing  funds  from  an  existing  FTA  grant,  alternatives  analy- 
sis, and  draft  environmental  impact  analysis  in  this  corridor  are 
expected  to  be  completed  within  the  upcoming  fiscal  year.  An  $18.6 
million  designation  of  Federal  Transit  Administration  section  3 
fixed  guideway  funds  is  requested  at  this  time  for  advancing  this 
project  through  the  preliminary  and  final  environmental  impact 
right-of-way  phases. 

Let  me  conclude,  Mr.  Chairman,  by  thanking  you  for  allowing  us 
this  opportunity  to  address  some  of  the  aviation  and  transit  needs 
of  Metropolitan  Dade  County.  We  specifically  want  to  thank  the 
chairman  for  his  genuine  interest  in  the  time  he  has  spent  in  Dade 
County.  Certainly  if  we  could  answer  any  questions,  we  would  be 
happy  to  do  so. 

Thank  you. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Commissioner  Penelas  follows:] 


578 

TESTIMONY  OF 
METROPOLITAN  DADE  COUNTY,  FLORIDA 

HOUSE  APPROPRIATIONS  COMMITTEE 
TRANSPORTATION  AND  RELATED  AGENCIES  SUBCOMMITTEE 

WEDNESDAY,  MARCH  24,  1993 

Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Committee, 

On  behalf  of  the  Board  of  County  Commissioners  of  Dade 
County,  Florida,  I  am  pleased  to  submit  the  following  testimony 
in  support  of  the  Metropolitan  Dade  County  System  of  Airports. 

I  am  Alexander  Penelas,  Member  of  the  Board  of  County 
Commissioners  of  Dade  County,  Florida  and  Chairman  of  the  Board's 
Community  Affairs  Committee  which  oversees  the  Dade  County 
Aviation  Department,  operator  of  Miami  International  Airport  and 
five  reliever  airports. 

Miami  International  Airport  (MIA)  is  the  world's  tenth 
busiest  airport  in  total  passenger  traffic.   On  a  national  scale, 
our  airport  is  second  busiest  in  terms  of  International  passengers 
and  cargo.   The  Dade  County  System  of  Airports,  and  particularly 
MIA,  is  one  of  Dade  County's  primary  economic  catalysts  and 
continues  to  experience  significant  growth  under  the  direction  of 
the  Metro-Dade  Aviation  Department.   Nearly  27  million  passengers 
and  over  one  million  tons  of  cargo  travelled  through  MIA  during 
1992.   The  aviation  industry  has  a  tremendous  impact  on  our 
community,  as  one  in  five  of  us  derives  our  livelihood  from 
aviation-related  activities,  accounting  for  an  annual  payroll  of 
$1.4  billion.   Aviation's  total  local  economic  impact  amounts  to 
over  $9  billion. 
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Miami  International  Airport  is  the  "Hub  of  the  Americas," 
linking  all  of  Latin  America  and  the  Caribbean  with  North  America 
and  Europe  and  more  recently  Africa.   The  airport  offers  an 
impressive  air  service  network  which  extends  to  over  180  cities 
on  four  continents.   Scheduled  airlines  now  number  100  -  more 
than  any  other  airport  in  the  world.   An  additional  42  carriers 
operate  under  charter  authority.   MIA  is  also  unique  in  that  it 
controls  100%  of  its  gates  -  no  long-term,  exclusive-use  leases 
exist  for  any  of  the  airport's  118  gates,  with  fees  being  assessed 
on  a  per-use  basis  for  the  gates,  concourses,  and  baggage  systems. 

In  order  to  maintain  MIA's  economic  viability,  the  Aviation 
Department  is  finalizing  a  Master  Plan  and  Capacity  Study  to 
fine-tune  proposed  facility  construction,  maximize  land  usage, 
and  determine  an  accurate  forecast  of  the  airport's  true  capacity. 
Information  from  this  study  now  points  toward  even  higher  passenger 
and  cargo  figures  than  have  been  historically  projected,  with 
forecasts  for  48  million  passengers  for  the  year  2005,  a  20% 
increase  over  original  projections,  and  cargo  tonnage  forecasts 
to  rapidly  increase  to  an  estimated  2.2  million  tons  for  the  year 
2005. 

The  phenomenal  growth  experienced  at  MIA  has  created  a 
substantial  strain  on  the  supporting  infrastructure.   In  the 
terminal  area,  we  are  presently  short  of  gates  and  passenger 
handling  facilities  to  handle  international  flights.   This  is 
occurring  at  a  time  when  many  of  our  air  carriers  are  expanding 
service  including  Iberia  Airlines  of  Spain,  which  has  made  MIA 
its  Latin  American  hub,  and  American  Airlines  which  is 
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accelerating  its  planned  growth.   Projections  for  this  summer 
reflect  peak  days  of  over  28,000  arriving  international  passengers 
through  our  Federal  Inspection  Facilities. 

Ground  access  to  the  airport  is  made  difficult  by  present 
levels  of  traffic,  both  on  airport  roads  and  surrounding  off- 
airport  roadways.   Our  cargo  facilities  are  insufficient  to  meet 
demand.   One  half  million  square  feet  of  additional  cargo 
facilities  are  presently  needed  to  accommodate  the  expansion 
needs  of  our  current  tenants .   The  roadway  system  in  the  cargo 
areas  also  must  be  upgraded  to  meet  the  demands  of  vehicular 
traffic  which   is  a  vital  component  of  cargo  operations. 

With  the  number  of  aircraft  operations  increasing  by  35% 
during  the  last  ten  years,  the  airfield  is  rapidly  approaching 
capacity  as  well.   Delays  have  begun  to  exceed  acceptable  levels 
during  daily  peak-hour  periods. 

Solving  Miami  International  Airport's  capacity  limitations 
is  a  major  challenge.   The  airport  is  completely  surrounded  by 
urban  development,  which  limits  further  expansion  outside  present 
boundaries.   It  is,  therefore,  necessary  to  optimize  the  use  of 
existing  space  in  the  planing  process  to  accommodate  future 
growth . 

A  $2  billion  expansion  and  modernization  plan  is  underway  to 
accommodate  projected  increases  in  passenger  and  cargo  traffic. 
This  development  program,  which  will  continue  into  the  next 
century,  will  provide  much  needed  job  opportunities  for  our 
community. 
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Last  summer,  ground  was  broken  for  the  first  phase  of  a  $500 
million  Cargo  Facility  Development  Program,  which  will  bring 
on-line  state-of-the-art  cargo  handling  facilities.   This  first 
phase  has  resulted  in  the  awarding  of  $47  million  worth  of 
construction  contracts  in  1992,  just  part  of  over  $100  million 
worth  of  construction  contracts  which  were  awarded  that  year. 
Construction  of  four  additional  cargo  buildings,  which  will 
provide  a  total  of  680,000  square  feet  of  cargo  space  having  an 
estimated  construction  value  of  $66.4  million,  will  commence 
later  this  year. 

In  the  Terminal  Building,  expansion  projects  are  creating 
new  passenger  and  airline  facilities.   Construction  of  up  to  four 
new  concourses  and  extensions  to  existing  concourses  will  increase 
aircraft  gates  to  nearly  170  from  the  present  118  gates. 

Phase  I  of  a  new  Concourse  "A"  and  the  related  apron  and 
utilities  project,  is  under  construction,  and  Phase  II  will 
commence  construction  in  the  summer.   This  new  concourse  will 
provide  20  new  international  gates  and  is  the  first  phase  of  a 
recently-approved  development  plan  to  facilitate  American  Airlines* 
expansion  at  MIA.   American  has  grown  over  the  last  three  years 
to  be  the  airport's  largest  air  carrier,  carrying  over  40%  of 
MIA's  passengers.    The  expansion  plan  calls  for  the  construction 
of  a  mile-long  linear  terminal  complex  with  60  gates  spanning 
from  the  new  Concourse  "A"  to  an  extended  Concourse  "D,"  which 
American  currently  occupies. 
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The  balance  of  the  airport  terminal  Is  programmed  for 
general  upgrading  of  Interior  spaces,  life  safety  systems,  and 
improvements  required  by  the  American  with  Disabilities  Act. 

On  the  land-side  of  the  airport,  $124  million  of  ground 
transportation  improvements  are  under  construction  or  in  the 
design  phase.   New  ramps,  providing  better  access  to  the  upper 
drive  and  future  Concourse  "A,"  were  recently  completed. 
Additional  roadway  improvements  for  the  passenger  and  cargo  areas 
and  expanded  parking  facilities  are  also  planned  or  currently 
being  constructed. 

The  County  Commission  has  recently  approved  a  new  8,500  ft. 
air-carrier  runway  on  the  north  side  of  the  airport  to  provide 
the  additional  capacity  required  for  the  678,000  aircraft  opera- 
tions projected  for  the  year  2010. 

In  summary,  the  level  of  construction  throughout  the  county's 
system  of  airports  has  reached  an  all-time  high  of  $359  million 
worth  of  executed  contracts.   Additionally,  $618  million  worth  of 
future  projects  are  currently  in  the  design  phase. 

The  County  maintains  its  commitment  to  giving  opportunities 
to  minority  contractors.   Minority  participation  in  the  Miscella- 
neous Construction  Contract  -  an  $18.5  million,  two-year  contract 
which  provides  a  vehicle  for  construction  of  small  and  emergency 
projects  -  is  currently  estimated  at  76%. 

It  is  also  important  to  note  that  our  construction  program 
has  remained  relatively  on  schedule  despite  the  devastation 
caused  last  summer  by  the  nation's  largest  natural  disaster. 
Hurricane  Andrew.   Additionally,  the  diligent  efforts  of  Aviation 
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Department  and  Federal  Aviation  Administration  staff  allowed  for 
the  reopening  of  MIA  for  limited  service  just  42  hours  after  its 
closing  to  brace  for  the  storm.  Work  crews  fixed  security 
fencing,  made  many  gates  operational,  restored  power  to  the 
terminal,  and  fixed  navigational  aids.  The  airport  was  prepared 
for  full  airline  schedules  on  September  2,  1992,  just  eight  days 
after  the  storm. 

Unfortunately,  our  reliever  airports  did  not  fare  as  well. 
Kendall-Tamiami  Executive  Airport  and  Homestead  General  Aviation 
Airport  were  totally  devastated,  with  many  hangars  being  totally 
destroyed  and  with  major  damage  to  most  other  airport  facilities. 
The  runways  were  quickly  cleared  of  debris  and  prepared  to  accept 
the  armada  of  military  and  relief  flights  that  began  to  arrive  in 
our  community.   However,  the  rebuilding  of  the  airport  facilities 
which  has  already  commenced,  will  be  a  slow  process. 

The  $2  billion  expansion  program  at  Miami  International 
Airport  will  stretch  funding  needs  beyond  its  capabilities. 
Crucial  to  our  system  of  airports'  continued  viability  is  the 
availability  of  State  and  Federal  funding  to  finance  capacity 
enhancement  projects  at  these  facilities. 

As  you  know,  the  Airport  Improvement  Program  (AIP)  is  the 
primary  source  of  federal  funding  for  airports.   The  AIP  was 
reauthorized  in  1992  for  one  additional  year  and  will  expire  at 
the  end  of  FY  1993.   With  the  support  of  Congress,  airports  were 
successful  in  obtaining  many  desired  program  improvements  In  the 
1992  AIP  reauthorization.   This  year,  we  would  like  to  see  a 
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multi-year  reauthorization  of  the  AIP  that  preserves  the  program 
Improvements  enacted  in  1992. 

Additionally,  we  would  like  to  see  the  AIP  authorized  at  a 
level  above  the  $2.05  billion  authorized  for  FY  1993,  and  AIP 
appropriations  at  a  level  above  the  $1.8  billion  appropriated  in 
FY  1993. 

We  are  also  very  concerned  over  the  Passenger  Facility 
Charge  (PFC)  program.   This  Subcommittee's  FY  1993  DOT  appropria- 
tions bill  approved  language,  subsequently  enacted  into  law, 
which  banned  the  collection  of  PFC  charges  from  passengers 
travelling  on  frequent  flyer  awards.   The  FAA  has  ruled  that  the 
provision  did  not  amend  the  PFC  statute  and  only  applies  for  FY 
1993. 

Metropolitan  Dade  County  strongly  opposes  that  provision  and 
future  provisions  which  diminish  PFC  revenues.   Attempts  by 
certain  airlines  to  influence  Congress  and  the  new  Administration 
to  impose  a  permanent  ban  on  frequent  flyer  PFCs,  and  further,  to 
restrict,  limit,  or  possibly  prohibit  collection  from  connecting 
passengers,  must  be  strongly  opposed. 

Frequent  flyers  could  account  for  approximately  10%  of  MIA's 
traffic,  and  connecting  passengers  now  constitute  approximately 
35%  of  MIA's  traffic.   These  percentages  will  likely  grow  in 
future  years.   Later  in  our  testimony,  you  will  hear  about  MIA's 
plans  for  a  Multi -Modal  Transportation  Center  to  be  financed  by 
PFCs.   This  project  is  extremely  important  to  our  community. 

Restricting  the  collection  of  PFCs  from  certain  classes  of 
passengers  would  seriously  erode  viability  of  the  PFC  program  and 
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cause  a  substantial  loss  of  PFC  revenues  which  airports  desper- 
ately need  to  finance  projects  and  stimulate  economic  growth  for 
their  communities. 

We  urge  this  Subcommittee  and  Congress  to  reject  any  changes 
that  adversely  affect  the  PFC  program  or  reduce  airport  PFC 
revenues .   It  is  particularly  important  that  the  PFC  program  move 
ahead  without  change  or  disruption  to  ensure  it  is  the  stable, 
reliable  and  independent  airport  funding  source  that  Congress 
intended.   Any  changes  diminishing  PFC  revenues  will  make  it 
extremely  difficult  to  leverage   PFCs  through  bonding  to  raise 
additional  private  capital  for  airport  investment. 

Turning  our  attention  to  Miami  International  Airport's 
specific  funding  requests,  we  must  first  point  out  that  despite 
the  pressing  capital  development  needs  of  MIA,  it  has  not  histori- 
cally received  its  fair  share  of  AIP  discretionary  dollars. 
Miami  plays  a  significant  role  in  the  nation's  and  this 
hemisphere's  air  transportation  network,  and  the  urgency  with 
which  we  must  respond  to  the  demands  of  ever-growing  passenger 
and  cargo  traffic  is  real.   It  is  frustrating  to  note  that  other 
airports  with  less  pressing  needs  have  already  received  long-term 
funding  commitments  from  the  FAA: 

-a  new  airport  is  being  built  in  Denver  despite  its  downturn 

in  traffic; 

-New  Orleans  received  an  $87  million  commitment  from  FAA,  a 

large  allocation  for  an  airport  than  handles  only  7  million 

passengers  per  year,  and  is  number  73  in  world  ranking. 
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Mr.  Chairman  and  members,  commitment  from  this  Subcommittee 
and  the  FAA  to  support  a  long-term  funding  commitment  Is  critical 
to  base  future  programming  of  our  projects  and  corresponding  bond 
commitments.  Though  we  are  not  yet  in  a  position  to  describe  In 
full  detail  our  long-term  funding  needs,  we  need  your  assistance 
In  obtaining  this  commitment. 

On  April  13,  1992,  the  Aviation  Department  gave  the  FAA 
advance  notification  of  its  proposal  to  request  Letters  of  Intent 
(LOI)  as  authorized  by  Section  513  (d)  of  the  Airport  and  Airway 
Improvement  Act  of  1982  as  amended  by  the  Airport  and  Airway 
Safety  and  Capacity  Expansion  Act  of  1987.   This  proposal  is  now 
being  revised  in  light  of  the  recently-approved  development 
concept  to  provide  expanded  facilities  for  American  Airlines.   It 
is  our  hope  that  our  LOI  proposal  will  receive  serious  considera- 
tion since  federal  funding  is  critically  needed  for  the  success 
of  MIA's  $2  billion  development  program. 

While  our  LOI  proposal  is  being  finalized,  we  urge  your 
support  of  our  FY  1994  AIP  funding  request.   The  following 
projects  are  scheduled  to  start  construction  in  FY  1994,  if 
federal  funding  is  available  and  we  urge  your  support  in  securing 
FY  1993  discretionary  and  entitlement  funding  for  these  projects: 


Estimated  AIP  Required  AIP 

Project                        Eligible  Amount  Funding 

Concourse  "H"  Apron               $   4,953,000  $  3,715,000 

Cargo  Bldg.  2226  Apron,  Phase  I      4,800,000  3,600,000 

Cargo  Bldg.  2226  Apron,  Phase  2      4,700,000  3,500,000 

Cargo  Bldg.  2207  Apron               2,000,000  1,500,000 
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Cargo  Bldg.  N805  Apron  3,500,000         2,625,000 

Concourse  "A"  Apron,  Phase  2         7,500,000         5,600,000 

Northside  Cargo  Facility  Apron       3,500,000         2,625,000 

Ground  Transportation  Improvements 

Package  C-2,  Upper/Lower  Drive 

Widening  &  Aux.  Curbside  Lanes      20,000,000        15,000,000 

Concourse  "A"  Expansion,  Phase  2     14,000,000        10,500,000 

Terminal  Ext.  North,  Phase  3        24,000,000        18,000,000 

Radar  Relocation,  Remote  Trans- 
mitter Relocation,  and  Relocation 
of  Other  NAVAID  and  Communication 
Cables  3,000,000         2,250,000 

Runway  30  Glide  Slope/ALS  1,200,000  900,000 

Midfield  Area  Development, 

Phase  1  Taxiways  5,000,000         3,500,000 

TOTAL  $103,153,000        $76,815,000 

Funding  of  these  projects  and  other  planned  projects  is 

critical  to  providing  additional  capacity  at  the  nation's  second 

busiest  international  gateway.   We  urge  your  strong  support. 

Another  issue  that  we  must  bring  to  your  attention  is  the 

impact  of  the  recommended  closure  of  Homestead  Air  Force  Base 

(HAFB) . 

Prior  to  Hurricane  Andrew,  Homestead  AFB  was  a  thriving 

military  complex,  base  for  the  31st  Tactical  Wing  of  the  Air 

Force,  and  home  for  reserve  and  guard  units  as  well  as  a  host  of 

military  support  facilities  and  governmental  agencies,  including 

U.S.  Customs,  Drug  Enforcement  Agencies  and  others.   About  6,000 

military  and  1,500  civilian  personnel  were  employed  at  the  Air 

Base,  which  also  served  as  host  base  for  22,000  retired  military 

members  and  over  7,500  military  reserve,  air  national  guard,  and 
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Coast  Guard  personnel .   Annual  aircraft  operations  were  at  a 
level  of  130,000  movements.   The  base  had  an  economic  Impact  of 
$500  million  annually  on  the  South  Florida  economy  and  directly 
represented  about  one-third  of  the  economic  activity  of  South 
Dade  County. 

Within  eight  hours.  Hurricane  Andrew  wreaked  havoc  on  the 
Base  and  South  Dade  County.   Most  hangars,  buildings,  and  the 
control  tower  were  heavily  damaged  or  destroyed,  and  airside 
Infrastructure  was  impaired.   Primary  military  units  on  he  base 
had  to  be  remobllized  temporarily  to  other  sites. 

On  March  12,  1993,  Secretary  of  Defense  Les  Aspln  forwarded 
his  report  recommending  certain  base  closures  to  the  Base  Closure 
and  Realignment  Commission  (BRAC)  with  Homestead  Air  Force  Base 
being  recommended  for  closure.   While  we  were  very  disheartened 
by  the  recommendation  and  would  like  to  see  HAFB  restored  to 
pre-Hurricane  condition  and  status,  we  also  see  an  opportunity  to 
provide  additional  civil  aviation  capacity  in  South  Florida. 

Weeks  before  the  closure  recommendation  had  been  announced, 
the  Dade  County  Board  of  County  Commissioners  awarded  a  $4 
million  contract  to  study  the  feasibility  of  civil  aviation  uses 
for  Homestead  Air  Force  Base.   The  initial  phase  of  the  study 
which  includes  market  analysis  of  aviation  uses  is  being  fast- 
tracked  to  correspond  with  the  BRAC  process. 

Given  the  great  difficulty  in  today's  environment  of 
selecting  sites  for  new  airports,  it  is  imperative  that  this 
aviation  facility  be  preserved  for  aviation  uses,  which  hopefully 
may  include  joint  military/civilian  uses.   We  will  be  working 
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closely  with  the  Department  of  Defense'  Office  of  Economic 
Adjustment  and  the  White  House  task  force  coordinating  the 
hurricane  relief  effort  to  develop  a  base  reuse  plan  which  will 
restore  the  lost  jobs  and  preserve  this  important  aviation 
facility. 

Your  support  in  providing  funding  for  the  later  phases  of 
the  HAFB  feasibility  study  in  the  amount  of  approximately  $3.5 
million  would  be  very  welcomed  and  would  free  up  funds  for  other 
Dade  County  System  of  Airports  projects.   Additionally,  once  a 
re-use  plan  for  HAFB  is  finalized,  we  hope  that  we  can  count  on 
your  support  for  including  Homestead  Air  Force  Base  in  the 
Military  Airports  Program  and  for  providing  funding  from  AIP 
discretionary  and  FAA  Facilities  and  Equipment  sources. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  Members,  we  would  also  like  to  discuss  with 
you  another  issue,  that  although  not  in  the  immediate  jurisdiction 
of  your  subcommittee,  should  interest  you  as  promoters  of  an 
efficient  transportation  system  -  the  need  for  increased  appro- 
priations from  user  fees  for  federal  inspection  staffing. 

Foreign  tourism  contributes  a  positive  balance  of  payment 
for  the  nation  of  more  than  $1  billion  per  month.   Inconveniencing, 
delaying,  and  frustrating  arriving  international  passengers  would 
have  a  negative  impact  on  tourism  and  international  trade  and 
commerce,  particularly  to  a  city  like  Miami  which  is  now  so 
dependent  upon  international  tourism  and  international  trade. 

Adequate  staffing  of  federal  inspection  services  is  essential 
to  expedite  air  passenger  processing.   Five  federal  agencies  are 
involved  in  the  facilitation  process,  the  Immigration  and 
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Naturalization  Service  (INS),  the  U.S.  Customs  Service,  the  USDA 
Animal  and  Plant  Health  Inspection  Service  (APHIS),  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Administration  and  the  U.S.  Food  and  Drug  Administration. 
The  first  three  agencies,  INS,  Customs,  and  APHIS  collect  user 
fees  to  fund  their  inspection  programs  at  ports  of  entry.   The 
funds  being  collected  are  sufficient  to  pay  for  the  federal 
inspection  programs  at  the  nation's  airports.   However,  in  the 
perennial  quest  to  balance  the  federal  budget,  these  funds  are 
not  appropriated  at  adequate  levels  and  instead  go  unspent  to 
mask  the  federal  deficit. 

We  believe  that  this  is  a  situation  which  should  not  be 
tolerated.   It  betrays  the  trust  of  the  American  people  when  user 
fees  are  collected  to  pay  for  a  service  and,  instead  of  spending 
the  collections  for  the  purpose  intended,  the  funds  are  held 
hostage  to  the  federal  deficit. 

Miami  International  Airport  has  been  a  leader  in  the  industry 
working  with  the  International  Civil  Aviation  Association  to 
establish  a  standard  of  45  minutes  for  passengers  clearing 
through  the  federal  inspection  process.   We  take  facilitation 
very  seriously,  as  we  know  that  the  success  of  our  airport  and 
the  economy  of  our  community  depends  largely  on  moving  passengers 
and  cargo  through  our  airport  as  quickly  and  efficiently  as 
possible. 

Over  the  years,  MIA  has  not  received  its  fair  share  of  INS, 
Customs,  and  APHIS  inspectors.   JFK  airport  in  New  York  has  twice 
as  many  INS  inspectors  as  MIA,  and  yet,  Miami  now  processes  more 
foreign-citizen  arrivals  than  JFK.   We  recently  constructed  a 
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20-booth  INS  inspection  facility  at  MIA's  Satellite  Terminal  to 
relieve  our  central  FIS  facility  of  severe  over-crowding.   These 
new  booths  will  not  be  staffed  unless  new  INS  inspector  positions 
are  approved  for  MIA. 

The  U.S.  Customs  Service,  though  more  successful  than  INS 
and  APHIS,  in  increasing  staffing  at  MIA,  is  still  desperately 
short  of  inspectors,  given  the  new  international  gates  MIA  will 
soon  be  bringing  on  line  as  well  as  the  new  cargo  facilities. 

Florida  airports  generate  approximately  $23  million  in  APHIS 
user  fee  revenues,  yet  the  total  APHIS  budget  for  all  Florida 
airports  is  under  $11  million.   This  is  startling  in  light  of  the 
fact  that  Florida  is  a  high-risk  state  for  the  introduction  of 
exotic  pests  and  diseases  due  to  its  subtropical  climate  which 
allows  such  to  establish  themselves,  if  not  detected  at  the  port 
of  entry.   APHIS  at  MIA  requests  allocation  of  additional  inspector 
positions,  and  consistently  is  either  denied  additional  positions 
or  additional  positions  are  approved  only  to  be  followed  by  the 
imposition  of  staff-year  ceilings  halting  the  hiring  of  new 
inspectors.   APHIS  estimates  that  the  perishables  traffic  at  MIA 
will  increase  by  40%  this  coming  year.   Combined  with  the  overall 
growth  in  passenger  volume  and  cargo  tonnage,  if  additional 
staffing  is  not  authorized,  our  facilitation  system  at  MIA  will 
totally  break-down  with  disastrous  consequences  to  our  local 
economy. 

We  urge  this  subcommittee  to  support  the  full  utilization  of 
federal  inspection  staffing  user  fees  and  to  assure  that  MIA 
receives  its  fair-share  of  federal  inspectors.   This  will  assure 
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that  MIA  can  continue  to  serve  the  large  International  business 
community  In  Miami  who  trade  with  the  Caribbean/Latin  America 
region,  and  who  depend  upon  growing  volumes  of  European,  Caribbean 
and  Latin  American  business  and  tourist  visitors  to  our  area. 

In  closing,  I  would  like  to  speak  briefly  on  the  Multi-Modal 
Transportation  Center  Project  and  the  connection  of  the  airport 
by  rail  to  the  Port  of  Miami  and  the  downtown  business  district. 

With  congestion  on  regional  roadways  around  the  airport  and 
with  on-airport  roadways  increasing,  we  were  hard-pressed  to  find 
a  more  efficient  way  of  moving  passengers  in  and  around  the 
airport,  and  between  the  airport  and  the  seaport.   We  believe 
this  project  is  that  solution. 

Given  the  compact  nature  of  our  terminal  area,  we  cannot 
align  a  direct,  "through"  regional  rail  transit  route  to  the 
terminal.   Instead  we  plan  to  construct  a  "people-mover"  type 
transit  loop  around  the  terminal  "horseshoe"  to  link  with  a 
Multi-Modal  Terminal  to  be  constructed  east  of  the  airport. 
MIA's  rental  car  and  hotel  courtesy  vans,  which  currently  clog 
terminal  roadways,  would  be  shifted  to  the  Multi-Modal  Terminal. 
This  plan  has  the  added  advantage  of  Improving  the  air  quality  on 
our  covered,  lower  terminal  drive  -  long  a  concern  of  airport  and 
County  officials.   This  shift  will  also  allow  our  airport  roadways 
to  continue  to  operate  at  acceptable  levels  of  service  for  the 
next  10-20  years.   The  employee  parking  areas  would  also  be 
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connected  to  the  "Airport  Loop"  allowing  us  to  eliminate  the 
employee  shuttle  buses  off  the  airport  roadways. 

This  Multi-Modal  Terminal  would  also  be  linked  to  Tri-County 
Commuter  Rail,  to  Amtrack,  and  to  Metrorail. 

The  plan  also  calls  for  a  direct  rail  link  between  the 
airport  and  the  Port  of  Miami.   The  light-rail  type  vehicles 
would  be  capable  of  utilizing  the  "Airport  Loop"  -  facilitating 
passenger  boarding  and  disembarking.   The  Port  of  Miami  is  the 
world's  busiest  cruise  port  with  over  3.5  million  passengers 
annually.   Eighty  percent  of  cruise  passengers  originate  and 
terminate  travel  through  MIA.   At  the  present  time,  16,000 
passengers  per  weekend  day  move  between  the  airport  and  the 
seaport  by  40-passenger  buses.   This  equates  to  over  200  trips  by 
buses  four  days  a  week.   This  activity  leads  to  the  need  for 
large  bus  staging  and  loading/unloading  areas  and  is  a  logistical 
nightmare. 

All  told  -  the  Multi-Modal  Center  is  estimated  to  remove 
15,000  to  25,000  vehicles  per  day  from  airport  roadways. 

We  have  notified  the  FAA  of  our  intention  to  impose  a 
Passenger  Facility  Charge  (PEC)  for  the  Airport  Terminal  transit 
loop  and  the  portions  of  the  Multi-Modal  Transportation  Center 
applicable  to  the  Airport  operation.   We  anticipate  this  PFC  will 
provide  between  $100  million  and  $250  million  for  this  project, 
which  will  be  committed  as  the  local  share  of  the  $1.4  billion 
transit  expansion  program. 

We  believe  that  is  an  exciting,  unique,  and  innovative 
project  that  could  serve  as  a  model  for  intermodalism  for  the 
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nation.  Our  proposed  funding  methodology  is  equally  innovative 
and  in  keeping  with  the  new  spirit  of  intermodalism  which  relies 
on  cooperation  and  interaction  between  the  DOT  agencies. 

I  strongly  urge  your  support  for  a  long-term  funding 
commitment  for  this  important  project. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  Members,  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to 
address  you  today  on  many  important  issues  facing  Dade  County.   I 
hope  that  you  will  give  serious  consideration  to  the  funding 
proposals  I  have  presented  today,  and  to  the  pressing  needs  of 
the  nation's  airports  and,  particularly,  Miami  International 
Airport.   I  know  that  we  can  count  on  your  leadership  and  support 
as  we  work  together  to  upgrade  the  aviation  infrastructure 
throughout  the  nation. 
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MR.  CHAIRMAN  AND  MEMBERS  OF  THE  COMMITTEE, 

ON  BEHALF  OF  THE  COUNTY  COMMISSION  OF  DADE  COUNTY,  FLORIDA,  AND 
THE  METROPOLITAN  PLANNING  ORGANIZATION  OF  THE  MIAMI  URBANIZED 
AREA,  WE  RESPECTFULLY  SUBMIT  THE  FOLLOWING  TESTIMONY  ON  THE 
TRANSPORTATION  INTERESTS  BENEFITING  THE  CITIZENS  OF  AND  VISITORS 
TO  OUR  COMMUNITY. 

DADE  COUNTY  IS  RAPIDLY  EXPANDING  ITS  STATURE  AS  NOT  ONLY  ONE  OF 
THE  LARGE  METROPOLITAN  AREAS  IN  THE  NATION  WITH  A  POPULATION  OF 
NEARLY  TWO  MILLION,  BUT  ALSO  AS  ONE  OF  THE  PRIMARY  INTERNATIONAL 
HUBS  FOR  TOURISTS,  CARGO  AND  INTERNATIONAL  BUSINESS.  BECAUSE  OF 
THE  VOLUME  OF  VISITORS  WHO  HAVE  A  VARIETY  OF  INTRA-COUNTY  TRAVEL 
NEEDS  FOR  GETTING  TO  AND  FROM  AIRPORTS,  THE  SEAPORT  AND  WIDELY 
DISPERSED  HOTEL  AND  BUSINESS  CENTERS  OR  TOURIST  ATTRACTIONS,  A 
MODERN  AND  EFFICIENT  TRANSPORTATION  SYSTEM  IS  AN  ESSENTIAL  PART 
OF  THE  DEVELOPING  COUNTY  MOBILITY  PLAN. 

IN  ADDITION  TO  DADE  COUNTY'S  LARGE  VISITOR  VOLUME,  BECAUSE  OF  ITS 
CLIMATE,  GEOGRAPHY  AND  ECONOMIC  CONDITIONS,  THE  COMMUNITY  HAS 
LARGE  CONTINGENTS  OF  ELDERLY,  IMMIGRANT  AND  ECONOMICALLY 
DISADVANTAGED  RESIDENTS.  FOR  THESE  GROWING  TRANSIT-DEPENDENT 
GROUPS,  EXPANDED  AND  EFFICIENT  PUBLIC  TRANSPORTATION  PLAYS  AN 
ESSENTIAL  ROLE  IN  ENHANCING  THEIR  QUALITY  OF  LIFE. 

ALREADY,  THE  METRO-DADE  TRANSIT  AGENCY  (MDTA),  IN  TERMS  OF  ITS 
ANNUAL  OPERATING  BUDGET,  IS  THE  FOURTEENTH  LARGEST  TRANSIT  AGENCY 
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IN  THE  NATION.  PROVIDING  NEARLY  85  MILLION  PUBLIC  TRANSIT  TRIPS 
ANNUALLY  IN  AN  UNIQUE  FOUR-MODE  OPERATION,  MDTA  IS  CURRENTLY 
EXPERIENCING  AN  ANNUALIZED  SYSTEM  GROWTH  RATE  IN  EXCESS  OF  12%. 

TO  FURTHEI  ACCENTUATE  THE  LOCAL  NEED  FOR  ENHANCEMENT  OF  THE 
TRANSPORTATION-RELATED  INFRASTRUCTURE  COMPONENT,  THE  DADE  COUNTY 
AREA  CONTINUES  ITS  SLOW  RECOVERY  FROM  THE  WIDE-SPREAD  DEVASTATION 
VTOEAKED  BY  HURRICANE  ANDREW  LAST  SUMMER.  THIS  RECOVERY  EFFORT 
WILL  BE  OF  PARAMOUNT  CONCERN  TO  MANY  OF  OUR  CITIZENS  FOR  A  LONG 
TIME  TO  COME.  APPROXIMATELY  ONE-THIRD  OF  OUR  RESIDENT  POPULATION 
ALONG  WITH  OVER  100,000  HOMES  AND  SMALL  BUSINESSES  WERE  DIRECTLY 
AFFECTED. 

THE  METRO-DADE  TRANSIT  AGENCY  HAD  ITS  BUS  SERVICE  AND  SOME 
ESSENTIAL  PARATRANSIT  OPERATIONS  PARTIALLY  RESTORED  WITHIN  DAYS 
AFTER  THE  AUGUST  24  CATASTROPHE.  RAIL  SERVICE  WAS  FULLY  RESTORED 
ON  AUGUST  31,  BUS  SERVICE  FULLY  RESTORED  BY  SEPTEMBER  2  AND 
PARATRANSIT  SERVICE  FULLY  RESTORED  BY  SEPTEMBER  3. 

ADDITIONALLY,  WITH  FINANCIAL  ASSISTANCE  FROM  THE  FEDERAL 
EMERGENCY  MANAGEMENT  AGENCY  (FEMA),  SUPPLEMENTAL  EMERGENCY 
TRANSIT  SERVICE  IN  THE  MOST  SERIOUSLY  AFFECTED  AREAS  WAS 
INITIATED  ON  SEPTEMBER  6.  THIS  SUPPLEMENTAL  EMERGENCY  SERVICE 
INCLUDED  EXPANDED  SERVICE  ON  EXISTING  ROUTES  AND  12  NEW  SPECIALLY 
DESIGNED  ROUTES  SERVING  TEMPORARY  FOOD  AND  SHELTER  SITES, 
DISLOCATED  BUSINESSES,  MEDICAL  AND  OTHER  INSTITUTIONAL 
FACILITIES.    RIDERSHIP   FOR   THE   FIRST   THREE   MONTHS   OF   THIS 


598 

SUPPLEMENTAL  SERVICE  EXCEEDED  1.5  MILLION.  THIS  LEVEL  OF 
UTILIZATION  IS  EXPECTED  TO  CONTINUE  THROUGH  THE  ONE-YEAR 
AUTHORIZED  LIFE  OF  THIS  EXTRAORDINARY  SERVICE. 

ONE  OF  THE  FAR-REACHING  IMPACTS  OF  THE  HURRICANE  EXPERIENCE  ON 
THE  TRANSPORTATION  INFRASTRUCTURE  OF  DADE  COUNTY  IS  ITS  EFFECT  ON 
TRAFFIC  CONGESTION.  THE  GREATER  MIAMI  AREA  WAS  RANKED  FOURTH  IN 
THE  NATION  IN  TRAFFIC  CONGESTION  BEFORE  HURRICANE  ANDREW  1  SINCE 
THE   HURRICANE,   TRAFFIC   CONGESTION  HAS   WORSENED  SIGNIFICANTLY. 

THE  EFFECTS  OF  DISLOCATED  RESIDENCES  AND  BUSINESSES  ON  COMMUTER 
TRAFFIC  ALONG  WITH  THE  ADDED  TRAFFIC  VOLUME  ASSOCIATED  WITH 
CONSTRUCTION-RELATED  ACTIVITIES  -  THE  MOVEMENT  OF  CONSTRUCTION 
LABOR,  DELIVERY  OF  MATERIALS  TO  SUPPLIERS  AND  JOB  SITES,  REMOVAL 
OF  DEBRIS,  AND  THE  MOVEMENT  TO  AND  BETWEEN  JOB  SITES  OF 
CONSTRUCTION  EQUIPMENT  -  HAVE  SUBSTANTIALLY  CONTRIBUTED  TO  THE 
ALREADY  CONGESTED  CONDITIONS. 

AS  A  RESULT  OF  THE  INCREASED  TRAFFIC  CONGESTION,  THE  PUBLIC 
TRANSIT  FACILITIES  HAVE  ALREADY  EXPERIENCED  A  SIZABLE  INCREASE  IN 
PATRONAGE.  BUS  RIDERSHIP  IS  UP  ALMOST  20%  OVER  PRE-ANDREW  LEVELS 
AND  RAIL  RIDERSHIP  IS  AT  ITS  HIGHEST  LEVELS  EVER,  WITH  MOST  OF 
THE  INCREASE  FILLING  IN  THE  EXISTING  CAPACITY  ON  THE  NORTH 
SEGMENT  OF  THE  LINE. 

WHILE  THE  IMPACT  OF  THE  HURRICANE  HAS  DEFINITELY  TAXED  OUR 
EXISTING   TRANSPORTATION  INFRASTRUCTURE,   ANALYSIS   OF  THE  LONGER 
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TERM  TRENDS  AND  PATTERNS  SUGGEST  THAT  THE  COUNTY'S  LONG-RANGE 
TRANSPORTATION  PLAN  REMAINS  INTACT  WITH  REFERENCE  TO  ITS  SET  OF 
COMPONENT  PROJECTS.  WHAT  HAS  CHANGED  IS  THE  URGENCY  OF  WHICH 
THESE  PROJECTS  ARE  NEEDED.  HURRICANE  ANDREW  HAS  EXACERBATED  AND 
MATERIALLY  ACCELERATED  THE  NEED  FOR  FULFILLING  THE  OBJECTIVES  OF 
THE  LONG-RANGE  TRANSPORTATION  PLAN. 

TO  THESE  ENDS  AND  IN  CONCERT  WITH  ITS  ADOPTED  LONG-RANGE 
TRANSPORTATION  PLAN,  METRO-DADE  COUNTY  REQUESTS  THAT  THE 
FOLLOWING  LOCALLY  DESIRED  PROJECTS  AND  FUNDING  AMOUNTS  BE 
REPRESENTED  IN  THE  FISCAL  YEAR  1994  FEDERAL  TRANSPORTATION 
APPROPRIATIONS  LEGISLATION: 

O   FULLY    FUND    TITLE    III    OF    THE    INTERMODAL    SURFACE 
TRANSPORTATION  EFFICIENCY  ACT  OF  1991  (ISTEA) 

ISTEA  ESTABLISHED  AUTHORIZED  FUNDING  LEVELS  FOR  PUBLIC 
TRANSIT  THROUGH  1997  WHICH  AT  LEAST  PARTIALLY  RESTORED  THE 
FEDERAL  EMPHASIS  ON  THAT  ASPECT  OF  TRANSPORTATION  PURSUANT 
TO  STATED  NATIONAL  TRANSPORTATION  POLICY  AND  PROVISIONS  OF 
THE  CLEAN  AIR  ACT. 

WHILE  THESE  AUTHORIZED  LEVELS  STILL  FELL  SIGNIFICANTLY  SHORT 
OF  FUNDING  THE  PUBLISHED  NEEDS  OF  NATIONAL  PUBLIC 
TRANSPORTATION  INFRASTRUCTURE,  THE  1992  AND  1993 
APPROPRIATIONS  FURTHER  ACCENTUATED  THIS  INADEQUACY  BY 
PROVIDING    ONLY   A   PORTION   OF    THE   AUTHORIZED   AMOUNTS. 
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PROVIDING  1994  FUNDING  AT  THE  FULLY  AUTHORIZED  ISTEA  LEVELS 
WOULD  NOT  ONLY  ALLOW  ADDITIONAL  PROGRESS  TO  BE  MADE  TOWARD 
ACHIEVEMENT  OF  CONGESTION  MITIGATION,  AIR  QUALITY 
IMPROVEMENT  AND  ENHANCED  PUBLIC  MOBILITY  GOALS,  BUT  WOULD 
ALSO  RESTORE  PUBLIC  AND  INDUSTRY  FAITH  IN  THE  CONGRESSIONAL 
IDEALS  THAT  ESTABLISHED  THE  FRAMEWORK  FOR  THE  ISTEA 
PHILOSOPHIES. 

FULL-FUNDING  OF  THE  FEDERAL  TRANSIT  ACT  COMPONENT  OF  ISTEA 
WOULD  ENABLE  DADE  COUNTY,  THROUGH  ITS  SECTION  9  AND  SECTION 
3  FIXED-GUIDEWAY  MODERNIZATION  APPORTIONMENTS,  TO  FINANCE 
SOME  OF  THE  CAPITAL  NEEDS  ASSOCIATED  WITH  FULFILLMENT  OF 
ITS    NOW   FORE-SHORTENED   LONG-RANGE   TRANSPORTATION   PLAN. 

FULL-FUNDING  WOULD  ALSO  PROVIDE  DISCRETIONARY  SECTION  3  BUS 
AND  FIXED  GUIDEWAY  MONIES  TO  ENABLE  DADE  COUNTY  TO 
ACCELERATE  DEVELOPMENT  OF  PUBLIC  TRANSIT  EXPANSION  PROJECTS 
IN  BOTH  CATEGORIES  TO  ALLEVIATE  THE  SERIOUS  CONGESTION 
CONCERNS  PREVIOUSLY  HIGHLIGHTED. 

FULL-FUNDING  OF  ISTEA  MUST  ALSO  INCLUDE  THE  AUTHORIZED 
PROVISIONS  FOR  FEDERAL  OPERATING  ASSISTANCE,  INCLUDING  THE 
INFLATION  FACTOR.  DADE  COUNTY  WOULD  BE  ADVERSELY  AFFECTED 
BY  LIMITATIONS  TO  OR  SUSPENSION  OF  SUCH  OPERATING 
ASSISTANCE.  ANY  FURTHER  LIMITATION  OF  FEDERAL  OPERATING 
ASSISTANCE  WOULD  NECESSITATE  A  REDUCTION  IN  SERVICE  TO  A 
GROWING   AND  RAPIDLY   CONGESTING  COMMUNITY   FOR  WHICH   LOCAL 
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OFFICIALS  ARE  PROPOSING  TO  SUBSTANTIALLY  INCREASE  THE 
CAPITAL  INVESTMENT  IN  TRANSIT.  ALTHOUGH  FEDERAL  OPERATING 
ASSISTANCE  TO  DADE  COUNTY  ONLY  REPRESENTS  ABOUT  5%  OF  THE 
ANNUAL  TRANSIT  BUDGET,  CONSTRAINING  IT  WOULD  NECESSITATE  A 
SERVICE  REDUCTION  IN  AN  ENVIRONMENT  WHERE  SERVICE  EXPANSION 
IS  OF  THE  HIGHEST  PRIORITY. 


O   ACQUISITION  OF  30  ARTICULATED  BUSES  AND  20  SMALL  BUSES 

CAPACITY  NEEDS  TO  BE  EXPANDED  ON  SEVERAL  EXISTING  METROBUS 
ROUTES  TO  MEET  CURRENT  AND  PROJECTED  RIDERSHIP  DEMAND. 
SERVICE  FREQUENCY  ON  THESE  ROUTES  HAS  ALREADY  BEEN  INCREASED 
TO  MAXIMUM  PRACTICAL  LEVELS  AND  FURTHER  CAPACITY  INCREASES 
CAN  MOST  REASONABLY  BE  ACCOMPLISHED  BY  HIGHER  CAPACITY 
VEHICLES.  A  SECTION  3  DESIGNATION  FOR  A  PORTION  OF  THIS 
CONTINGENT  OF  HIGH-CAPACITY  VEHICLES  WAS  INCLUDED  IN  THE 
1993  APPROPRIATIONS  LEGISLATION.  THIS  CURRENT  REQUEST, 
REPRESENTING  $9  MILLION,  VJOULD  FULFILL  THE  PLANNED  LEVEL  OF 
UTILIZATION  FOR  ARTICULATED  BUSES. 

ADDITIONALLY,  THROUGH  DEMONSTRATION  PROJECTS  INCLUDING 
LIMITED  EXPRESS  SERVICE  IN  DEVELOPING  CORRIDORS  AND  THE 
POST-HURRICANE  SUPPLEMENTAL  EMERGENCY  SERVICE,  THE 
METRO-DADE  TRANSIT  AGENCY  HAS  IDENTIFIED  AN  EFFICIENT  AND 
EFFECTIVE  USE  OF  SMALLER  (LESS  THAN  4  0-FOOT)  COACHES  IN  THE 
DADE  COUNTY  AREA.   THE  CURRENT  SUB-FLEET  OF  15  SMALL  COACHES 
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HAS  REACHED  ITS  AUTHORIZED  RETIREMENT  AGE.  THE  20  SMALL 
COACHES  FOR  WHICH  $  3.2  MILLION  IS  BEING  REQUESTED  ACCOUNTS 
FOR  REPLACEMENT  OF  CURRENT  FIFTEEN  AND  A  33  1/3%  EXPANSION 
PROGRAM  FOR  ADDITIONAL  LIMITED  EXPRESS  AND  CORRIDOR 
DEVELOPMENT  SERVICES. 

A  $12.2  MILLION  TOTAL  APPROPRIATION  OF  SECTION  3  BUS  TIER 
FUNDING  IN  FY  1994  IS  REQUESTED  TO  FUND  THIS  PROJECT. 


O   27TH  AVENUE  METRORAIL  EXTENSION  TO  THE  BROWARD  COUNTY  LINE 

THIS  9.5-MILE  EXTENSION  OF  THE  EXISTING  METRORAIL  FACILITIES 
WILL  PROVIDE  MUCH  NEEDED  CONNECTIONS  FROM  CAROL  CITY, 
MIAMI-DADE  COMMUNITY  COLLEGE,  OPA-LOCKA  AND  GOLDEN  GLADES  TO 
THE  EXISTING  TRANSIT  SYSTEM  PLUS  SERVICE  TO  AND  FROM  JOE 
ROBBIE  STADIUM  (FOR  MIAMI  DOLPHINS  AND  FLORIDA  MARLINS  GAMES 
AND  OTHER  EVENTS)  AND  CALDER  RACE  TRACK. 

THE  CAROL  CITY  AND  OPA-LOCKA  CONNECTIONS  WILL  PROVIDE 
EXPRESS  LINKS  TO  THE  EXISTING  RAPID  TRANSIT  NETWORK  FOR 
AREAS  WITH  HIGH  LEVELS  OF  TRANSIT-DEPENDENT  RESIDENTS. 

THE  MIAMI-DADE  COMMUNITY  COLLEGE  (MDCC)  CONNECTION  WILL 
PROVIDE  A  TRANSIT  LINK  CONVENIENT  TO  ALL  AREAS  OF  DADE 
COUNTY  WITH  THE  MAIN  CAMPUS  OF  THE  LARGEST  COMMUNITY  COLLEGE 
IN   THE   NATION.    THE   ADMINISTRATION   OF   MDCC   IS   HIGHLY 
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SUPPORTIVE  OF  TRANSIT  OPPORTUNITIES  FOR  THEIR  STUDENT  BODY 
AND  HAS  COMMITTED  TO  JOINT  DEVELOPMENT  OF  THE  PROPOSED  MDCC 
STATION  ASSOCIATED  WITH  THIS  PROJECT. 

WHEN  THIS  PROJECT  WAS  INITIALLY  PLANNED  CALDER  RACE  TRACK, 
WITH  ITS  HORSE  RACING  EVENTS,  AND  JOE  ROBBIE  STADIUM  (JRS), 
WITH  ITS  MIAMI  DOLPHINS  SCHEDULE,  WERE  BOTH  SIGNIFICANT 
RIDERSHIP  DRAWS,  BUT  WERE  HIGHLY  SEASONAL  IN  NATURE.  SINCE 
THEN,  PROFESSIONAL  BASEBALL,  WITH  OVER  EIGHTY  HOME  GAMES  PER 
SEASON,  HAS  FOUND  A  HOME  AT  JRS.  THE  SOUTH  FLORIDA  AREA  HAS 
ALSO  RECENTLY  OBTAINED  PROFESSIONAL  FRANCHISES  FOR  ICE 
HOCKEY  (BY  THE  SAME  OWNER  OF  THE  FLORIDA  MARLINS  BASEBALL 
TEAM)  AND  ARENA  FOOTBALL  TO  GO  ALONG  WITH  THE  EXISTING  MIAMI 
HEAT  PROFESSIONAL  BASKETBALL  TEAM.  THESE  LATTER  TEAMS, 
CURRENTLY  SCHEDULED  TO  PLAY  ELSEWHERE  FOR  THE  SHORT  TERM, 
ARE  BEING  CONSIDERED  TO  RELOCATE  TO  THE  SPORTS  COMPLEX  AREA 
AT  THE  NORTH  END  OF  THIS  PROPOSED  CORRIDOR.  ALTHOUGH  EACH 
OF  THESE  SPORTS  ATTRACTIONS  REMAIN  SEASONAL  IN  NATURE,  THE 
OVERLAPPING  CHARACTERISTICS  OF  THEIR  RESPECTIVE  SEASONS  WILL 
CREATE  A  RELATIVELY  CONSTANT  RIDERSHIP  DEMAND  ACROSS  THE 
YEAR. 

ALSO  INCLUDED  IN  THE  PROJECT  ARE  PROPOSED  TRANSIT  INTERCEPTS 
WITH  THE  RECENTLY  COMPLETED  GRATIGNY  PARKWAY,  THE  PALMETTO 
EXPRESSWAY  AND  THE  HOMESTEAD  EXTENSION  OF  THE  FLORIDA 
TURNPIKE  ALONG  WITH  PARKING  GARAGES  PROVIDING  A  TOTAL  OF 
3000   PARK-AND-RIDE   SPACES   AND  OTHER   BUS/RAIL  INTERFACES. 
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EACH  OF  THESE  MAJOR  HIGHWAY  INTERCEPTS  IS  INTENDED  TO 
SIGNIFICANTLY  MITIGATE  THE  TWO  WORST  CONGESTED  CORRIDORS  IN 
SOUTH  FLORIDA  ( INTERSTATE-95  AND  SR-826). 

UTILIZING  FUNDS  FROM  AN  EXISTING  FTA  GRANT,  ALTERNATIVES 
ANALYSIS  AND  DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  ANALYSIS  IN  THIS 
CORRIDOR  ARE  EXPECTED  TO  BE  COMPLETED  WITHIN  FISCAL  YEAR 
1994.  A  1994  APPROPRIATION  TO  CONTINUE  IMPLEMENTATION  OF 
THE  PROJECT  AT  THE  CONCLUSION  OF  THIS  CURRENT  WORK  UNDERWAY 
IS  APPROPRIATE  AT  THIS  TIME. 

A  $18.6  MILLION  DESIGNATION  OF  FTA  SECTION  3  FIXED  GUIDEWAY 
FUNDS  IS  REQUESTED  FOR  ADVANCING  THIS  PROJECT  THROUGH  THE 
PRELIMINARY  ENGINEERING/FINAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT/RIGHT-OF- 
WAY  PHASES. 


THE  PEOPLE  OF  DADE  COUNTY,  FLORIDA  ACKNOWLEDGE  THE  CONTRIBUTIONS 
AND  LEADERSHIP  OF  CHAIRMAN  CARR  AND  CONGRATULATE  HIM  ON  HIS 
ASCENSION  TO  THE  CHAIR  OF  THIS  IMPORTANT  SUBCOMMITTEE.  THE  PEOPLE 
OF  DADE  COUNTY  ALSO  EXPRESS  THEIR  GRATITUDE  TO  THE  ENTIRE 
COMMITTEE  MEMBERSHIP  FOR  THEIR  PAST  SUPPORT  IN  ADVANCING  WORTHY 
PROJECTS  IN  THE  SOUTH  FLORIDA  COMMUNITY  AND  HOPE  FOR  A  CONTINUED 
COOPERATIVE  RELATIONSHIP.  THANK  YOU  FOR  THE  TIME  AND  OPPORTUNITY 
TO  AGAIN  PRESENT  INFORMATION  ABOUT  A  FEW  TRANSPORTATION  PROJECTS 
THAT  ARE  VITAL  TO  THE  RECOVERY  AND  SUCCESS  OF  OUR  COMMUNITY. 
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Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you  very  much,  Commissioner.  We  wish  you  a 
successful  term. 

Mr.  Colby,  do  you  have  anything  you  would  like  to  add? 

Mr.  Colby.  No,  I  think  the  commissioner  covered  it  all. 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Dellapa? 

Mr.  Dellapa.  No,  sir,  but  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  be 
here. 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Wolf? 

Mr.  Wolf.  Bill,  welcome  back  to  the  committee. 

Mr.  Commissioner,  I  have  a  couple  of  questions. 

How  much  land  is  there  at  Homestead  Air  Force  Base? 

Mr.  Dellapa.  A  little  over  3,000  acres,  sir. 

Mr.  Wolf.  This  is  going  to  have  a  tough  impact  on  your  commu- 
nity. Have  you  been  in  touch  with  the  Base  Closing  Commission 
about  this? 

Mr.  Penelas.  Yes,  sir,  we  have.  In  fact,  we  have  a  very  ambitious 
community  group  that  has  worked  very  closely  together  with  repre- 
sentatives from  the  local  governments  as  well  as  the  metropolitan 
government.  We  have  not  only  identified  strategies  to  deal  with 
BRAC,  but  we  are  well  on  our  way  of  identifying  different  alterna- 
tives for  the  use  of  the  base. 

Mr.  Wolf.  So  your  attitude  is  not  that  you're  going  to  fight  to 
keep  it  open,  but  that  you  are  going  to  make  the  best  out  of  a  very 
difficult  situation  and  try  to  turn  lemons  into  lemonade.  Is  that  ac- 
curate? 

Mr.  Penelas.  No.  We  want  the  base  to  return  to  its  pre-hurri- 
cane  condition.  We  have  to  be  prepared  in  the  event  that  it  is  not. 
But  our  priority  is  to  make  sure  that  Homestead  Air  Force  Base 
with  its  over  8,600  military-related  jobs  are  returned  to  full  capac- 
ity, as  it  was  before  the  hurricane. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Is  there  talk  of  a  possible  blend? 

Mr.  Penelas.  Yes,  sir.  One  of  the  things  that  has  been  discussed 
with  BRAC  and  the  folks  associated  with  this  issue  is  some  sort  of 
a  reserve  presence  at  the  facility.  So  there  are  other  alternatives 
that  are  being  discussed. 

Mr.  Wolf.  But  this  $4  million  for  the  feasibility  study  would  be 
to  see  if  the  runways  could  be  used  with  regard  to  an  additional 
feeder  airport? 

Mr.  Dellapa.  We  have  engaged  a  local  consulting  firm  to  do  a 
feasibility  study  and  a  market  analysis  of  all  the  potential  uses  for 
that  Air  Force  base,  whether  joint  use  military  and  civilian  or 
strictly  civilian. 

It  is  kind  of  covering  the  waterfront,  if  you  will,  of  all  the  oppor- 
tunities as  an  airfield  that  there  might  be  for  future  use. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Could  that  almost  be  an  annex? 

Mr.  Dellapa.  We  would  like  to  see  it  as  a  supplemental  or  reliev- 
er airport.  I  think  down  the  road  about  10,  12,  or  15  years  Miami 
will  be  at  capacity  as  an  international  airport.  We  are  going  to 
need  additional  capacity.  With  an  airfield  there  with  the  length  of 
its  runways  and  the  size  of  that  property,  it  is  many,  many  steps 
ahead  of  the  process  of  being  in  line  to  be  used  as  an  aviation  facil- 
ity. 

Mr.  Lehman.  They  won't  use  that  land  for  an  aviation  museum. 
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Mr.  Dellapa.  Just  for  the  information  of  the  committee,  the  size 
of  Homestead  Air  Force  Base  is  almost  the  same  size  as  Miami 
International  today.  We  are  3,800  acres  and  Homestead  is  3,000. 

Mr.  Wolf.  So  you  don't  have  the  noise  problems  in  all  these 
things  you  would  have  if  you  had  to  start  a  new  airport  out  there. 

How  far  is  the  distance  between  Homestead  and  Miami  Interna- 
tional? 

Mr.  Penelas.  It  is  about  25  miles  to  the  south. 

Mr.  Wolf.  How  much  funding  are  you  asking  for  this  year? 

Mr.  Lehman.  We're  asking  for  $18  million  for  the  extension  of 
the  Metro  Rail  with  section  3  new  starts,  we're  asking  for  $12.2 
million  for  buses,  and  then  we're  asking  for  report  language  urging 
a  letter  of  intent  for  full  funding  contracts  concerning  the  airport. 
That's  it.  Just  those  three  little  things.  [Laughter.] 

Mr.  Wolf.  Congressman  McCoUum  has  a  bill  in  which  would 
change  the  way  that  we  handle  certain  individuals  that  come  into 
airports.  The  CIA  employees  live  in  my  area.  The  individual  who 
killed  the  two  people  from  CIA  was  here  on  a  fraudulent  passport. 
I  don't  know  if  you  saw  60  Minutes  a  week  and  a  half  ago,  but 
what  happens  is  that  these  individuals  come  in  and  they  are 
coached  as  to  what  to  say  when  they  Isind.  Before  they  land,  they 
flush  their  documents  down  the  toilet.  They  land.  Then  they  are 
coached  to  say  that  they  are  seeking  political  asylum.  There  are 
35,000  to  40,000  who  come  into  the  New  York  area  alone  and  you 
never  see  them  again.  They  never  come  back  for  a  hearing  and  just 
kind  of  fade  into  the  city. 

Bill  McCollum's  bill  would  have  an  asylum  officer  at  each  air- 
port. Obviously,  we  don't  want  to  negate  the  opportunity  for  politi- 
cal asylum.  That  is  very  important.  But  we  want  someone  who  can 
quiz  these  people,  and  get  some  sense  of  whether  their  asylum 
claim  is  legitimate  or  if  they  are  a  potential  terrorist. 

I  would  like  to  send  you — particularly  because  of  the  number  of 
international  passengers — and  we  don't  want  to  stop  those  passen- 
gers. We  want  them  to  come  in  and  visit  Miami  and  Orlando.  But 
please  look  at  the  Mr.  McCollum's  bill  and  tell  me  what  you  think 
about  it.  I  think  you  and  Kennedy  and  perhaps  LAX  would  be  the 
three  largest. 

Mr.  Penelas.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  have  no  further  questions,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Thank  you. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  have  no  further  questions. 

We  had  some  very  interesting  testimony  from  the  airlines.  And 
you  know  that  there  is  going  to  be  a  commission  appointed  very 
shortly  about  the  airlines.  I  think  a  lot  of  people  are  rethinking  their 
support  for  passenger  facility  charges.  I  was  one  who  was  always 
opposed  to  passenger  facility  charges.  The  chairmsm  can  tell  you 
that. 

As  it  works  out,  they  are  not  passenger  facility  charges,  they  are 
£iirline  facility  charges  and  the  airlines  aren't  making  any  money 
and  they  are  eating  the  PFCs.  They're  paying  them.  The  passen- 
gers aren't.  We  have  an  airline  fiscal  year  that  collectively  lost  sev- 
eral billion  last  year  and  they  paid  over  $100  million  worth  of 
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taxes,  PFCs,  fuel  taxes,  and  the  rest  of  it.  There  aren't  many  busi- 
nesses that  lose  money  and  end  up  paying  that  amount  of  tax. 

I  know  that  Mr.  Dellapa  is  vitally  interested  in  the  health  of  the 
airline  industry,  being  that  you  are  essentially  a  joint  venture  part- 
ner of  major  airlines  down  there.  I  might  indicate  that  we  also  had 
testimony  here  the  other  day  that  was  enlightening  relative  to  the 
AIP  program  that  every  time  we  hand  out  an  AIP  grant  it  costs 
the  airlines  money.  Right  now,  they  just  can't  afford  the  cost  as 
they're  trying  to  recover. 

So  it  turns  out  that  governments — ^both  at  the  Federal  and  local 
levels — in  an  effort  to  try  to  rush  for  new  airport  improvements 
end  up  burdening  the  cost  structure  of  the  airlines. 

I  just  wanted  to  mention  those  bits  of  testimony  which  I  feel  are 
going  to  be  guiding  this  committee  as  we  move  forward. 

It  is  always  nice  to  see  old  friends  and  meet  new  ones.  And  it  is 
great  to  have  our  chairman  back. 


Wednesday,  March  24,  1993. 

NATIONAL  ASSOCIATION  OF  GOVERNORS'  HIGHWAY 
SAFETY  REPRESENTATIVES  (NAGHSR) 

WITNESS 

JAMES  ARENA,  DIRECTOR,  NEW  JERSEY  DIVISION  OF  HIGHWAY  TRAFFIC 
SAFETY;  AND  CHAIR,  NATIONAL  ASSOCIATION  OF  GOVERNORS'  HIGH- 
WAY SAFETY  REPRESENTATIVES 

Mr.  Carr.  Our  next  witness  will  be  Mr.  James  Arena,  director  of 
the  New  Jersey  Division  of  Highway  Traffic  Safety  and  chairman 
of  the  National  Association  of  Governors'  Highway  Safety  Repre- 
sentatives. 

Welcome,  Mr.  Arena.  We  are  pleased  to  have  you  before  the  com- 
mittee today. 

Given  that  we  are  very  far  behind  in  our  schedule  and  very 
much  over  time,  we  will  put  your  testimony  in  the  record  in  its  en- 
tirety. We  would  ask  you  to  simply  summarize  a  few  of  the  high 
points. 

Mr.  Arena.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

NAGHSR  urges  that  the  402  program  should  be  funded  at  the 
$143  million  authorized  level  for  fiscal  year  1994.  State  highway 
safety  programs  are  funded  primarily  with  funds  from  the  402  pro- 
gram. Under  the  program.  States  receive  grants  to  fund  a  wide 
range  of  projects  which  address  the  problems  of  impaired  driving, 
occupant  protection,  enforcement  of  traffic  safety  laws  and  regula- 
tions, and  so  on. 

The  grants  are  intended  to  be  used  as  seed  money  so  that  gener- 
ally by  the  end  of  a  3-year  period,  projects  are  expected  to  become 
self-sufficient.  NAGHSR  strongly  believes  that  the  program  has 
been  very  effective  and  made  a  major  contribution  to  the  decline  in 
the  mileage  death  rate. 

As  a  result,  402  funded  activities  have  helped  reduce  medical  and 
other  costs,  resulted  in  the  passage  of  important  State  highway 
safety  legislation,  and  helped  create  highway  safety  leadership  at 
the  State  and  local  levels. 
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The  402  program  has  been  a  very  cost-effective  program  since 
States  have  used  the  grant  funds  to  leverage  State,  local,  private 
sector,  and  in-kind  contributions.  The  rate  of  return  for  highway 
safety  programs,  including  the  402  program,  is  7  to  1  under  the 
most  conservative  scenario,  a  rate  few  other  Federal  programs  can 
claim. 

Funding  for  the  program  has  leveled  off  and  a  portion  of  avail- 
able funds  has  been  earmarked.  As  a  result,  the  program's  buying 
power  has  been  significantly  reduced  over  the  last  decade.  Addi- 
tionally, ISTEA  and  public  pressure  have  placed  more  demands  on 
State  highway  safety  programs  without  a  corresponding  increase  in 
funding.  Funding  for  other  highway  safety-related  has  increased, 
yet  402  funding,  which  is  aimed  at  reducing  nearly  40,000  fatalities 
and  5  million  injuries  annually,  has  not  been. 

With  increased  funds  States  could  develop  new  programs  for 
high-risk  drivers  such  as  the  young,  elderly,  rural  populations,  mi- 
norities, ethnic,  and  others.  With  additional  funds  States  could  im- 
prove their  traffic  record  systems  which  allow  States  to  collect 
more  uniform  and  consistent  data.  Better  data  would  help  States 
improve  the  management  of  their  highway  safety  programs  and 
would  provide  Congress  with  a  more  reliable  source  of  information 
about  program  effectiveness. 

We  support  funding  the  FHwA  portion  of  the  402  program  at  the 
$20  million  authorized  level  in  fiscal  year  1994  as  well.  The  funds 
will  help  States  pay  for  the  development  and  implementation  of 
the  safety  management  system  required  under  ISTEA,  improve 
work  zone  safety,  improve  pavement  signs,  and  markings  for  the 
older  driver. 

NAGHSR  recommends  that  the  $16  million  remaining  in  the  408 
program  be  appropriated  and  the  program  closed  out.  We  also  rec- 
ommend that  the  410  program  be  funded  at  the  authorized  level  of 
$25  million.  Preliminary  analyses  show  that  all  the  current  410 
States  will  continue  to  be  eligible  for  funding  and  that  as  many  as 
six  to  ten  more  may  be  eligible.  The  full  $25  million  will  be  needed 
in  order  to  avoid  a  furlding  shortfall. 

The  Association  urges  that  the  funding  of  the  153  should  be  in- 
creased. Preliminary  analyses  show  that  there  could  be  a  net  gain 
in  the  number  of  States  that  are  eligible  for  153  grants.  If  the  in- 
centives are  going  to  have  an  impact,  they  should  be  funded  at 
higher  levels. 

We  support  the  increased  funding  for  MPSAP.  The  scope  of  the 
MPSAP  program  was  broadened  under  ISTEA  and  now  States  can 
use  funds  for  traffic  enforcement,  drug  enforcement  training,  data 
collection,  and  reporting,  among  other  things.  More  funds  are 
needed  if  the  States  are  going  to  implement  these  new  activities 
and  improve  motor  carrier  safety. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  a  statistical  analyses  which  spells  out  and 
makes  some  comparisons  of  the  State  highway  safety  program 
achievements  at  the  1966  level  with  no  highway  safety  improve- 
ments and  then  with  the  highway  safety  improvements  on  the 
fourth  page.  Highlighted  in  yellow  give  the  costs  avoided  by  the 
significant  improvements  of  the  highway  safety  program. 

I  will  be  happy  to  answer  any  questions. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Arena  follows:] 
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Statement  of  James  Arena 

on  behalf  of  the 

National  Association  of  Governors'  Highway  Safety  Representatives 

before  the 

Transportation  Subcommittee 

House  Appropriations  Committee 

March  24,  1993 


I.  Introduction 

My  name  is  James  A.  Arena,  Governor's  Representative  for  New  Jersey,  Director  of  the  New  Jersey 
Division  of  Highway  Traffic  Safety  and  Chair  of  the  National  Association  of  Governors'  Highway  Safety 
Representatives  (NAGHSR).   NAGHSR  is  the  national  association  of  state  highway  safety  offices.   Its 
members  are  appointed  by  their  Governors  to  develop  and  implement  their  state  highway  safety 
programs  and  to  administer  the  federal  highway  safety  grant  programs  for  their  respective  states.  The 
Association  is  primarily  concemed  atx)ut  driver  behavior  issues  (such  as  impaired  driving,  occupant 
protection,  pedestrian,  bicycle,  and  motorcycle  safety)  as  well  as  truck  safety,  roadway  safety, 
emergency  medical  services,  and  safety  management  systems. 

II.  NHTSA  402  Program:  Federal  and  State  Role 

NAGHSR  strongly  urges  the  Appropriations  Committee  to  fund  the  National  Highway  Traffic  Safety 
Administration  (NHTSA)  portion  of  the  402  program  at  the  authorized  level  of  $143  million  in  FY  94.   In 
order  to  explain  this  recommendation,  a  description  of  how  the  402  program  operates  at  the  federal  and 
state  levels  Is  necessary. 

The  402  program  Is  a  federally-funded,  state  administered  program.  NHTSA  administers  the  largest 
portion  of  the  program  and  shares  the  federal  administration  of  the  bicycle/pedestrian  program  with  the 
Federal  Highway  Administration  (FHWA).  FHWA  is  the  federal  administrator  of  the  roadway  safety 
portion  of  the  program.  The  402  is  the  single,  major  source  of  funding  for  state  highway  safety 
programs.  402  funds  are  allocated  to  every  state,  not  just  those  who  satisfy  certain  statutorily  mandated 
(often  stringent  and  single  purpose)  criteria. 

UrxJer  the  program,  states  receive  grants  to  fund  a  wide  variety  of  higfiway  safety  priorities  including: 
impaired  driving,  occupant  protection,  police  traffic  services,  bicycle  and  pedestrian  safety,  motorcycle 
safety,  traffic  records,  roadway  safety,  and  emergency  medical  services.   States  are  strongly  encouraged 
to  address  these  national  priorities  within  their  Highway  Safety  Plan.  However,  states  have  flexibility  to 
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determine  the  number  of  priorities  which  should  be  addressed  and  the  amount  of  funds  allocated  to 
each  area,  based  on  the  state's  identified  and  documented  problems  and  needs.   (States  may  fund  non- 
priority  areas  as  long  as  they  provide  sufficient  justification  and  documentation  of  the  highway  safety 
problem.) 

States  typically  use  the  funds  to  support  such  activities  as  enforcement  of  state  highway  safety  laws, 
training,  public  education  and  information  programs,  program  monitoring  and  evaluation.   Funds  are 
also  used  to  support  safety-related  coalitional  activities  whose  purpose  is  to  inform  decision-makers 
about  particular  highway  safety  problems  and  to  suggest  legislative  or  programmatic  solutions.  These 
coalitions  not  only  bring  visibility  to  critical  highway  safety  problems,  but  they  help  improve  interagency 
coordination,  and  their  work  often  lead  to  the  passage  of  important  state  legislation.   Since  402  funds 
are  available  to  every  state  and  the  program  gives  the  state  considerable  latitude,  the  program  enjoys 
widespread  support  among  the  states. 

One  of  the  unique  features  of  the  402  program  is  that  it  does  not  encourage  dependency  upon  the 
federal  funds,  unlike  many  other  federal  grant  programs.  Rather,  highway  safety  funding  is  more  of  a 
cooperative  venture  between  the  federal  and  state  governments.   States  are  required  to  provide  a 
matching  share  to  the  federal  funds,  and  the  amount  of  the  federal  match  typically  declines  over  a  three- 
year  period.   By  the  end  of  that  time  period,  the  402-funded  project  is  expected  to  t>ecome  self- 
sufficient.  In  effect,  the  402  grants  are  'seed  monies*  which  allow  the  states  to  test  out  different  highway 
safety  strategies  and  programs  over  a  three-year  period  and  to  convince  the  state  and  local 
governments  and  the  private  sector  that  a  particular  strategy  is  a  worthwhile  investment. 

States  may  enact  user  fees,  fines,  surcharges,  or  taxes\  seek  state  and  local  appropriations  or  in-kind 
contributions,  or  solicit  support  from  the  private  sector  to  match  their  federal  grants  and  pay  for 
programs.   In  New  Jersey,  for  example,  the  state  legislature  lias  enacted  a  number  of  fees  with  which  to 
pay  for  impaired  driving  programs.   Under  one  such  fee,  convicted  drunk  drivers  pay  $100  for  their  first 
offense  and  $150  for  their  second  offense.   In  1991,  these  fees  raised  more  than  $5  million  which  pakJ 
for  a  statewide  rehabilitation,  education  and  treatment  program  administered  by  the  counties. 

The  federal  402  funds,  on  the  other  fiand,  give  the  states  the  stable  and  reliable  funding  they  need  to 
implement  state  programs.  Given  the  weakened  fiscal  conditions  most  states  are  in  and  the  extreme 
competition  for  limited  state  dollars,  it  is  highly  unlikely  that  the  states  could  fund  highway  ^fety 


'NUTSA  is  preparing  a  comprehensive  report  on  state  self-sufficiency,  the  first  part  of  which  may  be 
released  this  fall.  The  report  will  Identify  specific  fees,  fines,  surcharges,  and  taxes  nearly  all  the  states 
have  enacted  to  pay  for  their  impaired  driving  programs. 
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programs  without  federal  assistance.   Furthermore,  some  highway  safety  programs  (occupant  protection, 
traffic  records,  pedestrian  safety,  school  bus  safety)  cannot  be  easily  funded  in  a  self-sufficient  manner. 
Even  in  those  programs  which  are  self-sufficient  (such  as  impaired  driving  programs),  the  user  fees  may 
not  generate  enough  revenue  to  completely  pay  for  a  prevention  or  enforcement  program.   Federal 
funding  Is  needed  for  these  purposes. 

III.  Increased  Funding  for  402  Program 

Even  though  the  402  program  is  a  relatively  small  federal  program,  it  has  been  a  highly  successful  one. 
State  highvray  safety  programs  financed  with  402  funds  have  been  a  major  contributor  to  the  decline  in 
the  fatality  rate  to  1.8  deaths  per  100  million  miles  of  travel  in  1992  -  the  lowest  death  rate  ever  and  the 
biggest  decline  In  thirty  years.  Improvements  in  vehicle  design  standards,  roadway  improvements, 
emergency  medical  services  programs,  and  highway  safety  research  and  state  funding  have  also 
contributed  to  the  declining  death  rate. 

According  to  a  recent  report  of  the  National  Highway  Traffic  Safety  Administration  (NHTSA),  traffic 
fatalities  cost  the  country  $137.5  billion  a  year  in  lost  productivity,  medical  costs,  property  damage, 
insurance  administration,  and  legal  and  court  costs.  One  third  of  the  first  year  costs  of  motor  vehicle 
injuries  are  paid  for  by  the  taxpayer  in  the  form  of  Medicaid  and  Medicare  payments.  Another 
substantial  portion  of  costs  is  in  the  form  of  lost  tax  revenues  to  federal,  state  and  local  treasuries. 

Based  on  the  NHTSA  report,  fatal  crashes  alone  cost  $31.2  bnilon  in  1990  -  $702,281  for  each  traffic 
death.  If  the  societal  cost  of  $702,281  per  fatality  is  applied  to  the  1.962  reduction  In  the  number  of 
fatalities  which  occun-ed  between  1991  and  1992.  then  the  U.S.  avoided  $1.38  billion  in  medical  and 
other  costs  during  that  time  period.  NHTSA  also  calculated  that  in  1992,  severe  Injuries  declined  3,256 
from  1991  levels.  At  an  average  cost  of  $373,393  for  each  severe  injury,  an  additional  cost  of  $1.21 
billion  was  avoided  as  a  result  of  highway  safety  improvements. 

During  FY  92.  $190  million  was  appropriated  for  federal  highway  safety  grant  programs,  including  the 
Incentive  grant  programs  ($118  million  for  the  NHTSA  402  program).  A  comparison  of  the  savings  from 
the  fatality  reductions  to  the  expendrtures  for  the  grant  programs  indicates  that,  for  every  $1  spent  on 
grant  programs,  $7.25  was  avoided  in  fatality  costs.  If  the  avoided  costs  of  severe  injuries  are  included, 
the  benefit  rises  to  $13.53  for  each  federal  highway  safety  grant  dollar  spent.  Even  assuming  very 
conservatively  that  driver  behavior  grant  programs  contributed  to  only  half  the  reduction  in  fatalities  and 
injuries  (and  that  other  factors  and  programs  contributed  to  the  remaining  half),  then  the  return  on  the 
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investment  in  federai  highway  safety  programs  would  stili  be  nearly  7:1  -  a  return  that  few  federai 
programs  can  claim. 

The  402  program  has  helped  states  develop  programs  which  led  to  passage  of  state  laws,  improved 
enforcement  of  existing  laws,  changed  putdic  attitudes,  built  state  and  local  leadership  in  highway  safety 
and,  at  least  in  part,  led  to  the  substantial  savings  in  medical  and  other  costs.  At  a  time  when  there  is 
overwhelming  concern  about  escajating  health  care  costs,  any  federal  program  which  will  keep  costs 
down  is  well  worth  renewed  federal  support. 

Despite  the  success  of  the  402  program,  it  has  not  received  the  visibility  or  support  it  deserves.  Funding 
for  the  program  was  increased  only  slightly  In  FY  92  for  the  first  time  in  seven  years,  and  then  reduced 
again  the  following  year  (see  attached  chart).  If  inflation  were  taken  into  account,  funding  for  the  402 
program  would  actually  show  a  30%  -  40%  decline  over  the  last  ten  years. 

At  the  same  time,  demands  on  402  funds  have  increased  exponentially.  Prior  to  1988,  there  were  six 
national  highway  safety  priorities  which  state  plans  were  expected  to  address.  That  was  amended  to 
seven  in  1988,  then  eight  In  1991.   Under  ISTEA,  two  more  potential  priorities  may  be  added.  ISTEA 
added  new  data  elements  which  states  are  required  to  collect  but  did  not  provide  any  additional  funding 
for  that  purpose.  States  have  been  criticized  for  moving  too  slowly  against  impaired  driving  prot>lems, 
for  failing  to  address  the  problems  of  child  safety  seat  usage,  for  inadequately  protecting  pedestrians 
and  bicyclists,  and  for  failing  to  recognize  the  growing  protjiem  of  drugged  driving,  yet  no  new 
resources  have  been  offered  to  help  them  solve  these  problems. 

Additionally,  for  most  of  the  last  decade,  402  funds  were  earniarked  for  special  highway  safety  purposes 
such  as  enforcement  of  the  55  mph  speed  limit,  school  bus  safety  projects,  and  implementation  of  the 
Commercial  Drivers  License  requirements.    The  net  effect  of  level  funding  and  earmarking  is  that  the 
'buying  power"  of  402  program  has  been  significantly  reduced. 

Motor  carrier  safety  grant  funding,  by  contrast,  has  grown  from  $10  million  in  FY  84  to  $65  million  in  FY 
93.  The  grants  are  authorized  to  increase  to  $90  million  by  FY  97,  despite  the  fact  that  fatalities  involving 
large  commercial  motor  carriers  (over  26,000  lbs.  GVW)  accounted  for  less  than  4,500  fatalities  in  1991. 
In  other  words,  MCSAP  funding  equalled  57%  of  NUTSA  402  funding  In  FY  93,  yet  motor  carrier  fatalities 
accounted  for  only  12%  of  all  motor  vehicle-related  fatalities  in  1991.  Although  NAGHSR  supports 
increased  funds  for  motor  carrier  safety,  as  will  be  discussed  later,  there  Is  also  a  need  for  Increased 
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federal  highway  safety  grant  programs  to  complement  motor  carrier  safety  programs  and  enhance  their 
effectiveness. 

Grants  for  the  IVHS  program  have  grown  from  $2  million  in  FY  90  to  $217.3  million  in  FY  93.  And  while 
the  IVHS  has  the  potential  for  major  safety  benefits  in  the  future,  402  program  funding  should  be 
increased  so  as  to  facilitate  the  integration  of  IVHS  with  existing  driver  programs  and  maximize  IVHS's 
potential  Ijenefits. 

Too  many  people  are  still  being  injured  or  killed  in  motor  vehicle  crashes  -  crashes  that  could  be 
prevented  if  the  public  were  educated  about  risl<y  driving  behavior  if  there  were  adequate  highway  safety 
laws,  if  the  driving  public  were  informed  about  those  laws,  and  if  the  laws  were  adequately  enforced.   In 
order  to  reduce  the  number  of  fatalities  below  39,000  per  year,  it  is  necessary  to  change  the  driving 
behavior  of  "hard  to  reach"  and  high  risk  populations,  such  as  rural,  young,  elderiy,  women,  minority, 
and  challenged  drivers.    For  this,  more  targeted  and  creative  programs,  and  more  402  resources  will  be 
needed.  This  would  allow  existing  highway  safety  efforts  to  create  new  and  innovative  highway  safety 
programs  while  ensuring  continued  funding  for  strategies  tfiat  fiave  been  proven  successful. 

Additional  402  funds  could  also  be  used  to  improve  state  traffic  records  systems.   States  could  use  the 
added  funds  to  help  them  implement  NHTSA's  Critical  Automated  Data  Reporting  Elements  (CADRE)  -  a 
single  set  of  recommended  crash-related  data  elements  -  which  would  provide  data  consistency  and 
uniformity  from  state  to  state.  States  could  also  develop  or  improve  their  injury-related  data  bases, 
upgrade  their  licensing  and  conviction  data,  or  establish  linkages  between  data  bases. 

These  kinds  of  improvements  are  extremely  costly,  often  difficult  and  time-consuming  to  implement,  yet 
critical  to  a  state's  highway  safety  program.  A  change  to  a  police  accident  report  form  (which  is  the 
primary  source  of  fatality  data)  can  typically  cost  from  $500,000  to  $2  million  per  state.  With  adequate 
traffic  records  systems,  however,  a  state  can  clearly  identify  its  highway  safety  problems,  develop  an 
appropriate  state  plan,  and  more  definitively  evaluate  the  effectiveness  of  programs  that  have  been 
implemented.  States  would  also  be  in  a  better  position  to  address  Congressional  concerns  about 
emerging  highway  safety  problems  and  program  effectiveness. 

We  urge,  therefore,  that  the  NHTSA  402  program  should  be  funded  at  the  authorized  level  of  $143 
million. 
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IV.  FHWA  402  Program 

FHWA  402  funds  can  be  used  to  develop  and  Implement  systems  and  procedures  which  support  safety 
safety  construction  and  operational  improvements.   (These  funds  cannot,  however,  be  used  for  the 
actual  design,  engineering,  or  construction  of  safety  improvements.)  Under  the  FHWA  portion  of  the  402 
program,  states  may  use  funds  to  update  their  sign  inventories,  undertake  accident  reconstructions, 
identify  high  accident  locations,  support  traffic  records  improvements,  provide  safety  engineering 
training,  offer  safety  engineering  technical  assistance  to  communities,  and  make  improvements  in  work 
zone  safety,  among  other  things.  The  program  has  been  level-funded  since  FY  80,  despite  the  doubling 
of  authorized  funding  enacted  under  ISTEA. 

The  Association  believes  that  the  FHWA  402  program  provides  a  critical  link  between  highway 
construction  and  driver  behavior.   It  ensures  that  traffic  on  new  and  improved  roadways  is  controlled    . 
and  provides  safety  information  to  drivers  through  signage.   It  helps  maximize  the  federal  investment  in 
highways  by  contributing  to  crash  avoidance  on  those  highways. 

NAGHSR  strongly  supports  funding  the  FHWA  portion  of  the  402  program  at  the  authorized  level  of  $20 
million.  We  believe  that  an  increase  in  the  FHWA  402  program  is  long  overdue.   In  the  previous  decade, 
FHWA  402  funding  has  been  minimal  (see  attached  chart),  given  the  importance  of  traffic  management 
to  highway  safety  in  general.   Due  to  underfunding,  states  have  received  allocations  that  are  too  small  to 
allow  the  effective  implementation  of  programs.   (Large  states  typically  receive  an  apportionment  of  only 
$250,000  -  $500,000.   Small  states  may  receive  an  apportionment  as  low  as  $50,000.) 

There  are  three  reasons  for  our  support  for  increased  funding.   First,  ISTEA  requires  states  to  develop 
Safety  Management  System  (SMS)  plans  which  identify  safety  goals  and  objectives  for  each  state  and 
establish  a  mechanism  for  ensuring  that  safety  is  considered  in  every  highway  project.   No  new  funds 
were  authorized,  however,  for  state  implementation  of  the  SMS  requirements,  even  though  the 
requirements  will  involve  a  considerable  commitment  of  state  manpower  and  resources.  The  FHWA  402 
program  Is  likely  to  be  the  main  source  of  funding  for  state  SMS  implementation  efforts,  despite  the  fact 
that  the  program  is  a  comparatively  small  one.    In  order  to  ensure  that  states  develop  and  implement 
quality  SMS  plans,  more  resources  are  needed. 

Second,  as  the  country's  population  ages  and  the  size  of  the  elderly  population  increases,  there  will  be 
tremendous  pressure  to  upgrade  traffic  control  devices  and  enlarge  traffic  signs  in  order  to  improve 
safety  for  the  aging  population.  More  FHWA  402  funds  will  be  needed  to  purchase  and  maintain  traffic 
signs  and  traffic  control  devices. 
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Third,  as  the  Interstate  program  shifts  away  from  construction  and  towards  repair  and  renovation,  more 
worl<  zones  will  be  established  and  more  worl<  zone-related  crashes  are  lit<ely  to  occur.  Additional 
FHWA  402  funds  will  be  needed  for  work  zone  safety  programs  as  a  result. 

V.  Section  408  and  410  Impaired  Driving  Incentive  Grant  Programs 

Both  the  408  and  410  incentive  grant  programs  provide  states  with  additional  funds  with  which  to 
address  the  problems  of  impaired  driving.  Although  the  number  of  alcohol-related  fatalities  have 
declined  over  the  last  decade,  alcohol-related  fatalities  still  accounted  for  48%  of  all  fatalities  in  1991.  It 
is  appropriate,  therefore,  that  additional  funds  he  dedicated  to  the  problem.   States  use  the  funds  for 
Impaired  driving  prevention  programs  and  to  fund  such  activities  as  sobriety  checkpoints,  saturation 
patrols,  DUI  training  for  law  enforcement  officials,  and  DUI  education  programs. 

Funds  expended  under  the  408  and  410  incentive  grant  programs  do  not  duplicate  the  402  program, 
and  visa  versa.  402  funds  can  be  spent  on  a  wide  variety  of  safety  programs,  as  previously  noted.  The 
incentive  grant  programs,  on  the  other  hand,  are  restricted  to  specific  uses,  are  not  allocated  to  all 
states,  are  of  limited  duration,  and,  in  the  case  of  the  410  program,  are  primarily  used  for  community- 
based  prevention  programs. 

The  Section  408  alcohol  incentive  grant  program  was  unaffected  by  the  passage  of  ISTEA.  The  program 
will  remain  in  existence  until  available  oWigational  authority  is  depleted.  At  the  beginning  of  FY  93,  $27 
million  in  obligational  authority  was  available  in  the  408  account.  $1 1  mPlion  was  appropriated  for  the 
408  program  in  FY  93.  leaving  a  remainder  of  approximately  $16  million. 

NAGHSR  urges  that  the  entire  $16  mBlion  be  appropriated  In  FY  94  and  the  program  be  closed  out  by 
the  erxJ  of  FY  94.  Preliminary  estimates  show  that  all  states  presently  receiving  408  funds  will 
continue  to  be  eligible  for  them  in  FY  94.  Additionally,  the  state  legislatures  of  New  Yori<  and  Rorida  are 
presently  considering  legislation  which  would  enable  both  states  to  qualify  for  408  funds.  If  eligible, 
Rorida  would  receive  an  apportionment  of  $1 .7  million.   New  York's  apportionment  would  be  even 
higher.   If  one  or  both  states  become  eligible,  then  the  full  amount  remaining  in  the  408  account  will  be 
needed. 

ISTEA  restructured  the  Section  410  Drunk  Driving  Prevention  Program  by  adding  new  eligibiiity  criteria 
for  basic  and  supplemental  grants.  In  FY  92,  states  were  required  to  qualify  for  410  grants  by 
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satisfying  only  four  out  of  five  eligibility  criteria.   Seventeen  states  qualified  in  that  year.  Two  states  - 
New  Mexico  and  Indiana  -  qualified  under  the  "old'  410  program  that  existed  prior  to  ISTEA.  They 
continued  to  receive  grants  in  FY  92. 

In  the  FY  93  DOT  appropriations  legislation,  the  410  program  was  altered  so  that  states  would  have  to 
qualify  for  grants  by  satisfying  5  out  of  6  eligibility  criteria.  However,  states  that  had  qualified  in  FY  92 
were  grandfathered  into  the  revised  program  and  allowed  to  qualify  on  the  same  basis  as  before.   FY  93 
grants  have  not  been  made  t>ecause  the  final  410  implementation  regulations  have  not  yet  been 
promulgated. 

Preliminary  estimates  indicate  that  all  19  states  (including  Indiana  and  New  Mexico)  will  continue  to 
qualify  for  410  grants  in  FY  94.   Between  6-10  additional  states  may  qualify  under  the  revised  eligibility 
criteria.   NAGHSR  believes,  therefore,  that  the  fully  authorized  level  of  $25  million  will  be  needed  in  FY  94 
to  fund  all  currently  and  potentially  eligible  states.  We  strongly  urge  that  the  program  should  be  funded 
at  that  level. 

VI.  Section  153  Safety  Belt  and  Motorcycle  Helmet  Incentive  Grant  Program 
ISTEA  created  a  new  incentive  grant  program  for  states  that  adopted  mandatory  motorcycle  helmet  and 
safety  belt  legislation  and  satisfied  specific  usage  criteria.  In  FY  92,  seventeen  states  plus  the  District  of 
Columbia  and  Puerto  Rico  qualified  for  153  funds.  The  program  was  funded  at  $12  million  in  FY  93  - 
half  the  authorized  level. 

Occupant  protection  programs  are  among  the  least  costly  and  most  effective  highway  safety  programs. 
NHTSA  estimates  that  safety  belts  saved  4,682  lives  and  prevented  122,000  moderate  to  critical  injuries 
in  1991  alone.   States  with  safety  belt  laws  had  the  biggest  savings,  and  states  with  motorcycle  helmet 
laws  saw  dramatic  declines  in  the  number  of  fatalities  from  the  time  the  laws  were  enacted. 

Since  the  authorization  level  of  funding  is  significantly  below  what  it  should  fiave  been,  qualifying  states 
are  eligible  for  smaller  than  expected  grants.   (Section  153(e)  of  Title  I,  PL  102-240,  indicates  that  the 
maximum  aggregate  amount  of  grants  a  state  may  receive  is  90%  of  its  FY  90  Section  402  apportion- 
ment.  Using  that  formula,  the  153  program  should  have  been  authorized  at  $103  million  over  three  years 
-  $34.33  million  per  year  --  instead  of  the  actual  authorization  level  of  $67  million  over  three  years.)  As  a 
result,  state  apportionments  under  the  153  program  have  been  minimal.   New  Jersey,  for  example, 
received  an  apportionment  of  $446,010  in  FY  92.   In  a  state  of  more  than  7  million  people,  the  federal 
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assistance  equalled  to  little  more  than  6  cents  a  person  to  operate  an  occupant  protection  and 
motorcycle  safety  program. 

NAGHSR  submits  that  the  higher  the  level  of  incentives,  the  more  likely  a  state  is  to  enact  qualifying 
legislation,  particularly  in  those  states  that  are  facing  severe  budget  shortfalls.    The  Association  strongly 
suggest  that  if  the  153  program  is  to  be  completely  effective,  It  should  be  funded  at  increased  levels. 

Many  state  legislatures  are  currently  considering  mandatory  safety  belt  and  motorcycle  helmet  laws  this 
year.    West  Virginia  has  an  eligible  motorcycle  helmet  law  and  just  adopted  a  safety  belt  law  which  will 
make  it  eligible  for  a  153  grant.  Vermont,  South  Dakota,  and  Maine  have  introduced  qualifying  safety 
belt  legislation,  and  Kentucky  may  take  up  safety  belt  legislation  as  part  of  its  special  legislative  session. 
At  least  one  of  those  states  is  expected  to  adopt  the  necessary  legislation  this  year.    Ten  states  have 
pending  motorcycle  helmet  legislation  (four  have  already  lost  their  legislative  battle  on  motorcycle 
helmets).  As  a  result,  several  new  states  may  become  eligible  for  first-year  153  incentive  grants. 
Additionally.  California  and  Nebraska  would  be  eligible  to  receive  their  second  year  grant,  although 
Mississippi  and  Louisiana  would  not  be  because  they  would  not  satisfy  the  safety  belt  usage  criteria. 

NAGHSR  believes  that  there  vnll  be  a  net  increase  in  the  number  of  states  qualifying  for  grants,  which 
wDI  necessitate  an  increase  in  the  153  program. 

VII.        Motor  Carrier  Safety  Assistance  Program 

The  Motor  Carrier  Safety  Assistance  Program  (MCSAP)  is  primanly  an  inspection  program  whose 

purpose  is  to  ensure  that  commercial  motor  caniers  were  in  compliance  with  federal  motor  carrier 

regulations.  MCSAP  is  generally  viewed  as  an  excellent  federal  program  which  has  resulted  in  improved 

truck  maintenance  and  lower  crash  rates  for  large  trucks.  Changes  in  MCSAP  authorizing  legislation 

over  the  last  several  years  have  tightened  the  Inspection  program  and  have  increased 

out-of-service  rates. 

NAGHSR  supports  funding  the  Motor  Canier  Safety  Assistance  Program  (MCSAP)  at  increased  levels. 

ISTEA  substantially  broadened  the  scope  of  MCSAP  and  placed  more  emphasis  on  motor  carrier  safety. 
Urxjer  the  revised  program,  funds  can  be  used  for  commercial  motor  vehicle  traffic  enforcement, 
commercial  motor  vehicle  information  system,  commercial  driver's  license  enforcement,  and 
implementation  of  the  National  Govemors'  Association  recommendations  conceming  truck  accident  data 
collection  arxJ  reporting,  among  other  things. 
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NAGHSR  strongly  supported  all  of  these  activities  In  the  authorizing  legislation,  and  we  are  seeking 
increased  funding  in  order  to  support  their  implementation. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  concludes  my  remarks.   I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  address  the  Committee  on  FY 
94  appropriations  for  highway  safety  programs,  and  I  would  be  glad  to  answer  any  questions  the 
Committee  may  have. 
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U.  S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  TTVKNSPORTAT10N 
FEDEHAL  HK5HWAY  ADMINSTRATION 

FY  1993  UMfTATION  ON  OeUGATIONS 
FOR  FHWA  HIGHWAY  SAFETY  PROGRAMS 
UNDER  23  U.SC.  402 


STATH 

LIMFTATION 

Alabama 

170.7*9 

Alaska 

49.500 

Ari20oa 

138.459 

Arkansas 

114.212 

Calilornia 

951360 

Colorado 

141.867 

Conned  icut 

106.202 

Delaware 

49.500 

DisLolCol. 

49.500 

Rorida 

437,181 

Georoia 

252.4« 

Hawaii 

49.500 

Idaho 

66.684 

Illinois 

409.646 

Indiana 

214.526 

Iowa 

147.949 

Kansas 

152,144 

Kentucky 

147.811 

Louisiana 

156.271 

Mair>e 

49500 

Maryland 

154.277 

Massachusens 

192.852 

Michigan 

337.261 

Minnesota 

203.91S 

Mississippi 

117.740 

Missouri 

220.010 

Montana 

65.965 

Nebraska 

101.583 

Nevada 

62.123 

New  Hampshire 

49300 

New  Jersey 

241.794 

New  Menico 

77.473 

New  York 

582.040 

North  CaroTina 

247.418 

North  Dakota 

71.048 

Ohio 

379.195 

Oklahoma 

158.311 

Oregon 

139.918 

PennsytvanIa 

410.662 

Rhode  Island 

49300 

South  Carolina 

138.695 

South  Dakota 

70.635 

Tennessee 

191.091 

Texas 

664.311 

Utah 

75.535 

Vermont 

49.500 

Virginia 

218.287 

Washington 

187.761 

West  Virginia 

72,445 

Wisconsin 

207,060 

Wyoming 

49.500 

America  Samoa 

24.750 

Guam 

24.750 

Puerto  Rico 

108,869 

N.  Marianas 

24,750 

Virgin  Islands 

24,750 

SUBTOTAL 

9,850300 

Secretary  of  Inlerior 

49.500 

Administration 

100.000 

TOTAL 

10.000.000 

622 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Arena. 

Your  statement  suggests  that  in  order  to  reduce  higher  fataUties 
we  need  to  target  hard-to-reach  and  high-risk  drivers. 

Would  there  be  anything  wrong  if  we  made  that  kind  of  a  target, 
if  we  said  that  additional  funding  for  402  would  go  to  those  high- 
risk  groups? 

Mr.  Arena.  That  would  be  acceptable,  Mr.  Chairman,  unless  the 
money  is  taken  out  of  the  402  program  and  earmarked.  A  number 
of  programs  that  implemented  require  maintenance  once  they  get 
up  and  running.  There  is  generally  a  10  to  15  percent  maintenance 
cost  to  keep  good  programs  already  on-line. 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Wolf? 

Mr.  Wolf.  Should  there  be  a  national  law  prohibiting  trucks 
from  having  a  radar  detector? 

Mr.  Arena.  I  would  strongly  support  that.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Would  that  save  lives  and  stop  trucking  accidents? 

Mr.  Arena.  I  would  think  it  would  have  a  significant  impact. 
There  are  a  number  of  studies  around  the  country  that  suggest 
that  the  higher  the  speed  of  the  vehicle,  the  higher  the  likelihood 
of  them  having  a  radar  detector. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Could  you  furnish  the  committee  any  of  these  studies? 

Mr.  Arena.  I  would  be  happy  to. 

Mr.  Wolf.  And  it  would  have  to  be  a  national  law.  I  know  Vir- 
ginia has  a  law. 

Mr.  Arena.  I  believe  there  are  five  States. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Do  you  know  which  ones? 

Mr.  Arena.  Virginia,  Connecticut — I  will  get  that  list  for  you.  I 
think  Connecticut  repealed  theirs. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Do  you  know  why? 

Mr.  Arena.  The  motor  carrier  safety  group  from  Connecticut  has 
been  trying  to  do  this  along  with  a  number  of  other  issues  for  the 
last  10  years.  There  is  a  very  strong  lobbying  group  out  that  is  op- 
posed to  radar  detector  bans.  We  are  presently  through  going 
through  resistance  to  raising  the  speed  limits  in  New  Jersey  to  65. 
At  the  very  suggestion  of  banning  radar  detectors,  the  State  is 
saturated  with  lobbyists. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Who  are  the  groups  who  lobby? 

Mr.  Arena.  Generally,  the  radar  detector  manufacturers.  They 
can  manufacture  those  units  for  $2  to  $3  and  they  sell  them  for 
$100  to  $200.  It  is  a  very  lucrative  business. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Are  they  made  here  in  the  United  States? 

Mr.  Arena.  Yes,  they  are. 

Mr.  Wolf.  What  should  we  do  with  regard  to  targeting  alcohol? 

Mr.  Arena.  Well,  each  year  we  have  a  new  group  of  drivers  that 
comes  into  the  driving  age.  Under-age  youth  and  alcohol  is  a  signif- 
icant problem,  almost  an  epidemic  at  the  college  levels.  It  is  a  very 
serious  problem.  In  addition  to  that,  we  have  the  drug  recognition 
and  drug  training.  We  are  seeing  a  higher  incidence  of  drugged 
driving. 

The  scenario  is  that  people  will  have  one  or  two  drinks  because 
the  breathalizer  measures  the  volume  of  alcohol  and  then  they  will 
do  either  cocaine,  marijuana,  PCP,  or  some  other  illegal  drug.  They 
will  be  significantly  impaired,  but  not  legally  intoxicated.  The  drug 
recognition  program,  in  fact,  trains  police  officers  to  take  another 
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level  of  appraisals  and  tests  to  determine  the  category  of  drug  and 
the  laboratory  tests  certify  and  confirm  the  presence  of  that  drug. 

Last  year  in  New  Jersey,  out  of  763  fatalities,  52  had  significant 
quantities  of  drugs  in  their  body  in  addition  to  alcohol.  Some  legal 
and  some  illegal. 

Mr.  Wolf.  If  you  took  drugs  and  alcohol  out  of  the  fatalities,  how 
much  would  it  reduce  the  fatalities? 

Mr.  Arena.  Approximately  45  percent. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Thank  you  very  much  for  your  testimony. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Arena. 

Mr.  Arena.  I  would  invite  any  members  of  the  subcommittee  to 
visit  any  one  of  the  States  and  see  all  the  good  work  that  is  going 
on.  There  is  a  lot  of  work  with  ethnic  communities,  hearing  im- 
paired drivers.  Driver  education  for  hearing  impaired  is  1960s  vin- 
tage. They  are  so  busy  trying  to  read  and  write  and  survive  that 
they  have  no  driving  safety  or  alcohol  safety  information  available. 
They  are  the  kinds  of  programs  that  we  do. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Is  there  any  cutting-edge  technology  for  the  hearing 
impaired  as  far  as  driver  safety? 

Mr.  Arena.  Mostly  it  is  catch-up.  In  New  Jersey,  we  hire  intern 
students  to  be  liaisons  between  highway  safety  and  the  deaf  com- 
munity. There  are  over  1  million  deaf  people  in  the  State  of  New 
Jersey  and  they  have  no  information. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Maybe  that  is  something  that  Gallaudet  College  ought 
to  be  asked  to  look  at.  I  work  with  a  group  in  my  congressional  dis- 
trict with  regard  to  putting  in  TDY  machines.  Now  they  are  pretty 
much  accepted. 

Thank  you  very  much. 


Wednesday,  March  24,  1993. 

NATIONAL  ASSOCIATION  OF  STATE  BOATING  LAW 

ADMINISTRATORS 

WITNESSES 

MAJOR  RANDOLPH  W.  DILL,  PAST  PRESIDENT,  NATIONAL  ASSOCIATION 
OF  STATE  BOATING  LAW  ADMINISTRATORS,  STATE  BOATING  ADMINIS- 
TRATOR, OLD  LYME,  CONNECTICUT 

HERBERT  *BURNS,  CHIEF,  LAW  ENFORCEMENT  DIVISION,  DEPARTMENT 
OF  NATURAL  RESOURCES,  LANSING,  MICHIGAN 

Mr.  Carr.  Our  final  witnesses  for  today  will  be  representing  the 
National  Association  of  State  Boating  Law  Administrators,  Major 
Randolph  Dill  and  Mr.  Herbert  Burns. 

I  will  be  glad  to  include  your  statements  in  the  record,  if  you 
would  please  summarize.  We  certainly  would  appreciate  it.  We 
have  been  here  for  four  and  a  half  hours. 

Major  Dill.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  We  will  be  sensitive  to 
your  wishes  to  conclude  quickly. 

We  are  here  to  testify  today  on  the  Boating  Safety  Trust  Fund 
for  fiscal  year  1994. 

The  National  Association  of  State  Boating  Law  Administrators  is 
a  professional  organization  comprised  of  State  members  and  offi- 
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cials  who  are  responsible  for  boating  safety  programs  in  the  States, 
law  enforcement  education  administration,  and  regulation. 

The  thrust  of  our  testimony  this  afternoon  will  focus  on  the  boat- 
ing safety  account  of  the  Aquatic  Resources  Trust  Fund,  which  we 
are  more  familiar  with  as  the  Wallop-Breaux  Fund. 

As  you  know,  WallopnEreaux  is  funded  with  fuel  tax  funds  from 
boaters.  The  authorized  funding  to  the  States  and  the  Coast  Guard 
is  $70  million.  Half  goes  to  the  States  and  half  to  the  Coast  Guard. 
I  should  note  at  this  point  that  if  any  funds  that  are  not  appropri- 
ated to  boating  safety  boils  over  into  fish  restoration,  under  the 
fish  restoration  program,  boating  safety  cannot  be  funded.  So  any 
funds  that  do  not  go  to  the  boating  safety  side  go  to  fisheries. 

The  Wallop-Breaux  Fund  is  a  user  fee.  We  think  the  concept  is  a 
good  one.  The  user  pays  and  the  user  benefits. 

You  have  a  copy  of  "Boating  Safety  Dollars  at  Work,"  which  is  a 
summary  of  State  programs  on  boating  safety.  We  believe  these 
programs  have  been  cost-effective  and  they  certainly  provide  direct 
services  to  the  public. 

It  is  significant  to  note  that  in  the  past  20  years  fatalities  has 
been  reduced  or  declined  significantly  from  20  per  1,000  in  1971  to 
4.6  in  1991.  Although  I  have  to  tell  you  that  in  1991  it  did  rise 
slightly.  It  did  give  us  some  concern.  But  I  am  told  this  year  from 
the  Coast  Guard  that  the  number  may  be  down  again.  We  think 
that  is  due  largely  to  the  success  of  the  boating  safety  program. 

While  we  are  proud  of  our  accomplishments,  we  also  have  to  ap- 
plaud Congress  for  passing  this  law  in  the  first  place  and  also  for 
supporting  it  over  the  years. 

I  don't  need  to  tell  you  that  the  States  have  been  under  the  gun 
for  general  revenues.  It  has  hurt  a  variety  of  programs.  We  are  for- 
tunate in  boating  safety  to  have  been  a  stable  program  in  boating 
safety.  I  think  that  is  due  largely  to  the  fact  that  the  Wallop- 
Breaux  program  and  its  50/50  match  encourages  States  to  put 
money  into  boating  safety. 

States  assume  a  major  share  of  boating  safety  although  it  is 
largely  a  joint  responsibility  with  the  Coast  Guard.  We  are  con- 
cerned that  by  reducing  funds  to  the  States,  the  Coast  Guard  will 
actually  have  to  take  a  larger  share  of  the  responsibility  at  a  very 
high  cost.  We  are  proud  of  the  close  relationship  that  we  have  and 
the  partnership  with  the  Coast  Guard  in  boating  safety. 

In  "Boating  Safety  Dollars  at  Work,"  you  probably  noticed  a 
letter  from  Admiral  Kime,  commandant  of  the  Coast  Guard,  who 
wrote  to  us  and  told  us  that  he  thinks — and  we  like  to  think  he  is 
right — that  the  partnership  between  the  Coast  Guard  and  the 
States  and  the  involvement  of  Wallop-Breaux  has  contributed  a 
great  deal  to  boating  safety. 

We  are  convinced  that  few  Government  programs  function  as 
well  as  Wallop-Breaux,  providing  the  kinds  of  results  in  the  reduc- 
tion of  accidents  and  the  reductions  of  fatalities. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Major  Dill  follows:] 
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NATIONAL  ASSOCIATION  OF  STATE/ 
BOATING  LAW  ADMINISTRATORS 


/ 


Please  reply  to: 
Major  Randolph  W.  Dill 
Boating  Law  Administrator 
State  of  Connecticut 
Office  of  Boating  Safety 
P.O.  Box  280 
333  Ferry  Road 
Old  Lyme,  CT  06371-0280 


Statement  of 

NATIONAL  ASSOCIATION  OF 
STATE  BOATING  LAW  ADMINISTRATORS 

before  the 

HOUSE  APPROPRL\TION  SUBCOMMITTEE 
FOR  TRANSPORTATION 

Re:  Boating  Safety  Trust  Fund 
For  FY  '94 

Presented  by 

Major  Randolph  W.  Dill 

Boating  Law  Administrator 

State  of  Connecticut 
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NATIONAL  ASSOCIATION  OF  STATE 
BOATING  LAW  ADMINISTRATORS 

Please  reply  to: 

Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Subcommittee, 

I  am  Major  Randolph  W.  Dill,  Boating  Law  Administrator,  State  of  Connecticut  and  Past 
President  of  the  National  Association  of  State  Boating  Law  Administrators.  Our  Association  is 
pleased  to  provide  input  into  your  hearing  regarding  the  State  of  Boating  Safety  Trust  Fund 
^^ropriation  for  fiscal  1994. 

The  National  Association  of  State  Boating  Law  Administrator  (NASBLA)  is  a 
professional  association  consisting  of  state,  commonwealth  and  provincial  officials  having 
responsibility  for  administering  and/or  enforcing  state  boating  laws. 

My  testimony  today  will  focus  on  the  Aquatic  Resources  Trust  Fund  and  more  speciflc 
the  Boat  Safety  Account  of  this  fund. 

The  Boat  Safety  Account,  as  you  are  aware,  is  funded  with  monies  from  the  Aquatic 
Resources  Trust  Fund  (popularly  known  as  the  Wallop-Breaux  Fund).  Monies  in  this  trust  fund 
come  from  gasoline  taxes  paid  by  boaters.  Under  current  law  $70  million  is  authorized  to  be 
transferred  to  the  Boat  Safety  Account.  Half  of  the  funds  are  used  by  the  Coast  Guard  and  half 
goes  to  the  states  in  the  form  of  matching  grants  to  fund  boating  safety  programs.  These  funds 
are  very  much  needed  to  augment  the  state  funds  and  have  improved  our  credibility  and 
effectiveness  in  the  budgetary  competition  within  state  legislatures. 

Our  Association  feels  this  is  indeed  a  model  State-Federal  partnership  and  is  in  keeping 
with  the  user  fee  concept  (ic)  user  pays-user  benefits.  We  are  very  proud  of  the  use  of  these 
funds  and  believe  we  are  meeting  the  high  expectations  of  the  Congress.  Our  Association  has 
prepared  a  booklet  which  details  state  by  state  projects  funneled  through  these  grants.  We  have 
made  copies  of  this  publication  available  to  each  member  of  this  Subcommittee. 
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Mr.  Chainnan,  our  Association  feels  very  strongly  that  the  establishment  of  the  Boat 

Safety  Account  of  the  Aquatic  Resources  Trust  Fund  (Wallop-Breaux)  was  a  milestone  in 

Federal  legislation,   directing  support  to  "Our  Boating  Public"  with  the  tax  this  group  pays  on 

marine  fuel  used  in  motorboats.   In  previous  testimony,  we  have  applauded  this  Subcommittee 

and  the  Congress  on  their  farsighted  approach  to  the  needs  of  this  user  group,  without  placing 

a  burden  of  the  general  taxpayer.    We  are  here  again  today  to  reiterate  our  support  of  this 

important  law. 

We  feel  the  state  program,  to  date,  is  a  shining  example  of  an  ideal  State/Federal 
partnership.  We  will  continue  to  strive  for  more  innovative  uses  of  these  funds  to  better  educate 
the  boater  and  further  reduce  boating  fatalities.  However,  we  carmot  over  emphasize  that  stability 
is  needed  if  the  true  fruits  of  full  funding  are  to  be  realized.  We,  therefore,  urgently  ask  this 
Subcommittee  to  provide  full  funding  of  $70  million  as  authorized  for  the  Boat  Safety  Account 
for  fiscal  1994. 

Allowing  the  States  to  recoup  the  Federal  marine  fuel  tax  that  boaters  pay  on  marine  fuel 
used  in  motorboats  is  a  prime  example  of  the  user  fees  helping  the  user.  With  these  funds  the 
States  have  willingly  assumed  a  major  share  of  what  is  logically  and  statutorily  a  joint 
responsibility.  The  States  have  demonstrated  credibility  and  consistency,  and  have  provided 
necessary  resources  to  reach  the  boating  public.  The  States  have  concentrated  on  establishing 
an  administrative  infrastructure,  purchasing  equipment  and  promoting  the  education  and 
enforcement  techniques  which  stimulate  increased  boating  awareness,  and  help  to  decrease 
fatalities.  We  believe  that  state  programs  provide  the  most  cost  effective  service  to  the  boating 
public.     To  reduce  funding  to  the  states  would  shift  safety  services  back  to  the  Federal 
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government  resulting  in  inordinate  costs  to  the  taxpayers. 

In  all  previous  testimony  before  this  Subcommittee  we  have  spoken  with  pride  of  the 
excellent  State-Federal  partnership  we  share  with  the  U.S.  Coast  Guard.  On  the  firont  cover  of 
our  publication  "Boating  Safety  Dollars  At  Work"  we  show  a  joint  operation  involving  a  Coast 
Guard  helicopter  and  a  state  patrol  boat,  which  further  radiates  the  "State-Federal  partnership". 
We  truly  believe  that  we  compliment  each  other  in  our  joint  efforts  to  make  safe  and  enjoyable 
boating  a  reality  on  our  nation's  waterways. 

In  our  1992  publication  "Boating  Safety  Dollars  At  Work",  we  published  a  message  from 
Admiral  J.W.  Kime,  Commandant  U.S.  Coast  Guard.  Attached  to  my  testimony  is  a  copy  of  this 
message  for  the  Subcommittee's  perusal.  The  Admiral's  letter  will  further  attest  to  the  excellent 
cooperative  effort  that  exists  between  the  States  and  the  Coast  Guard  in  the  area  of  boating 
safety.  Needless  to  say  we  are  very  pleased  with  the  Admiral's  statement,  "The  fmancial 
assistance  provided  to  the  States  from  the  Boat  Safety  Account  of  the  Aquatic  Resources  Trust 
Fimd  has,  of  course,  contributed  significantly  to  the  ability  of  the  States  to  accept  the  additional 
responsibility.  This  is  truly  an  outstanding  example  of  the  ability  of  government  at  all  levels  to 
work  together  for  the  benefit  of  the  public  we  serve,  and  I  am  fiilly  convinced  that  this 
cooperative  effort  has  directly  resulted  in  safer  boating  for  millions  of  Americans." 

In  summary,  Mr.  Chairman,  our  Association  is  pleased  to  offer  our  comments  on  the 
Coast  Guard's  Appropriation  for  fiscal  1994.  We  appreciate  this  Subcommittee's  continuing 
support  and  again  ask  for  your  consideration  of  full  funding  of  $70  million  as  authorized  for 
fiscal  1994. 

Thank  You 
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Major  Dill.  Mr.  Burns  would  like  to  describe  very  briefly  the 
programs  and  successes  he  has  had  in  Michigan. 

Mr.  Carr.  Welcome,  Mr.  Burns.  It  is  always  nice  to  have  some- 
one from  home. 

Mr.  Burns.  It  is  my  pleasure.  And  I  will  be  extremely  brief. 

Michigan,  with  its  vast  Great  Lakes,  lakes,  and  streams  certainly 
provide  a  variety  of  recreational  opportunities  for  watercraft.  It  is 
therefore  probably  no  surprise  that  Michigan  consistently  has  more 
registered  watercraft  than  any  other  State  in  the  Nation. 

Boating  safety  is  a  critical  issue  of  the  citizens  of  Michigan.  The 
$1  million  that  we  currently  receive  from  the  trust  fund  is  a  vital 
part  of  our  funding  base  in  Michigan,  and  we  expend  in  excess  of 
some  $5  million  collectively  in  the  boating  safety  area. 

Two  decades  ago,  Michigan  had  slightly  over  500,000  registered 
boats  and  we  were  averaging  about  65  fatalities  each  year  on  the 
waters  of  Michigan.  As  I  said  before,  we  are  currently  approaching 
900,000  registered  watercraft  in  the  State  and  we  have  been  able  to 
depress  that  fatality  rate  to  an  average  of  30  per  year. 

That  represents  a  success  story  that  is  really  a  combination  of 
effort  by  the  State,  the  county  Sheriffs,  and  the  United  States 
Coast  Guard  in  Michigan.  We  additionally  train  another  25,000  stu- 
dents annually,  both  youth  and  adult. 

The  trust  fund  money  is  critical  to  Michigan  and  I  am  here  to 
urge  your  support  for  full  funding  of  that. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you  very  much.  It  is  nice  to  have  you  here.  We 
have  a  unique  and  large  exposure  in  terms  of  boating  safety. 

Mr.  Wolf? 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  thank  you  both.  Remember  that  the  Bible  says  that 
the  last  shall  be  first.  Maybe  you're  in  a  pretty  good  spot.  [Laugh- 
ter.] 

Mr.  Carr.  This  meeting  of  the  Transportation  Appropriations 
Subcommittee  will  stand  in  recess  until  9:00  tomorrow. 
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Monday,  March  29,  1993. 
DENVER  REGIONAL  TRANSPORTATION  DISTRICT  (RTD) 

WITNESSES 

HON.  PATRICIA  SCHROEDER,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM 
THE  STATE  OF  COLORADO 

KENNETH  HOTARD,  CHAIRMAN,  RTD  BOARD  OF  DIRECTORS 

PETER  CIPOLLA,  GENERAL  MANAGER,  RTD 

Mr.  Carr.  We  will  call  this  meeting  to  order,  and  we  are  delight- 
ed to  see  my  good  friend  Pat  Schroeder  here  from  Colorado.  We 
started  out  many  years  ago  together. 

Mrs.  Schroeder.  And  got  into  a  lot  of  trouble. 

Mr.  Carr.  Yes. 

Are  we  waiting  for  David? 

Mrs.  Schroeder.  He  is  in  Colorado. 

Mr.  Carr.  Why  don't  I  call  upon  you  to  make  the  introductions. 

Mrs.  Schroeder.  Well,  thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  will  be  very  brief,  because  obviously  I  think  you 
know  everybody  here.  I  am  here  to  introduce  the  Chairman  of 
the  Board  of  Directors  of  the  Regional  Transportation  District  in 
my  area.  Ken  Hotard,  at  this  hearing.  We  are  very  pleased  they 
could  be  here.  We  want  to  thank  this  group  for  being  so  helpful. 

There  are  just  a  couple  of  things  I  would  like  to  frame:  that  the 
Regional  Transportation  District  is  one  of  the  largest  transit  dis- 
tricts in  the  nation.  It  goes  up  and  down  the  front  range.  It  is  a 
huge,  long  district,  and  I  don't  know  how  they  have  ever  coped 
with  all  of  that.  But  in  the  last  year,  they  have  increased  the  rider- 
ship  3  percent.  They  have  increased  fare-box  revenues  by  2.7  per- 
cent— I  am  not  quite  sure  how  you  guys  did  that — and  the  bus  fleet 
by  2.7  percent.  Maybe  they  can  explain  alt  that  to  us. 

Anjrway,  they  continue  to  work  on  that  and  I  think  anyone  who 
has  been  in  and  out  of  Colorado  knows  that  one  of  the  biggest  prob- 
lems we  do  have  is  our  air  quality  problem,  because  if  you  put  an 
altimeter  on  your  car  and  go  east,  you  go  up  2.  We  know  you  go  up 
if  you  go  west.  But  what  people  forget  is  if  you  go  east,  you  also  go 
up  another  thousand  miles.  So — or  thousand  feet,  I  am  sorry.  So 
Denver  is  kind  of  in  this  hole  up  against  the  mountains,  and  our 
air  quality  thing  continues  to  be  a  terrific  problem,  which  is  fed 
mainly  by  the  automobiles. 

So  they  are  looking  at  feeding  or  finding  a  way  to  do  rapid  tran- 
sit into  the  most  populated  corridors  that  we  have  got,  and  it  is 
growing  like  top  seed,  and  I  think  it  is  very  important  if  we  are 
ever  going  to  get  the  air  quality  and  everything  going.  That  is  what 
they  are  here,  that  is  what  they  are  about.  They  are  elected  by  the 
people. 
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I  thank  you  very  much  for  letting  me  appear.  I  will  turn  it  over 
to  Ken. 
Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Hotard. 

I  like  your  tie,  incidentally. 

Mrs.  ScHROEDER.  I  like  yours. 

Mr.  Hotard.  Yours  is  quite  attractive  as  well. 

My  name  is  Kenneth  Hotard  and  I  am  Chairman  of  the  Board  of 
the  Regional  Transportation  District  in  Denver.  To  Representative 
Schroeder's  left  is  Mr.  Peter  CipoUa,  who  is  the  General  Manager 
of  the  Regional  Transportation  District. 

I  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  inform  you  of  our  progress  in  de- 
veloping a  rapid  transit  system  in  the  region.  I  would  also  like  to 
request  your  assistance  in  advancing  one  part  of  that  system,  the 
Southwest  Corridor. 

RTD  provides  transit  service  to  1.8  million  residents  in  six  coun- 
ties and  39  municipalities  in  an  area  of  more  than  2,300  square 
miles.  This  is  one  of  the  largest  transit  districts  in  the  nation.  We 
have  a  fleet  of  800  buses,  and  it  carried  over  58  million  passengers 
in  1992. 

As  Representative  Schroeder  mentioned,  our  ridership  increased 
dramatically  last  year  by  3  percent,  fare-box  revenues  went  up,  as 
well  as  our  bus  fleet  had  increased.  This  is  really  very  significant 
due  to  the  fact  that  most  transit  companies  have  experienced  rider- 
ship  reductions  last  year. 

RTD's  success,  we  believe,  can  be  attributed  to  our  organizational 
philosophy,  based  on  three  simple  concepts:  innovation,  fiscal  re- 
sponsibility, and  entrepreneurial  strategies. 

In  the  area  of  innovation,  RTD  is  installing  a  systemwide  vehicle 
locator  system  that  will  improve  our  operating  efficiency  and  pro- 
vide better  information  and  service  to  our  customers. 

We  have  also  been  selected  by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Transpor- 
tation for  an  operational  test  project  in  the  National  Intelligent 
Vehicle  Highway  System  program.  In  cooperation  with  the  Colora- 
do Department  of  Transportation  and  Westinghouse  Electric,  we 
will  assess  the  impact  of  providing  actual  travel  time  information 
on  the  public's  use  of  transit. 

We  are  working  with  General  West  Rail  Services,  Incorporated, 
in  a  demonstration  project  that  will  allow  us  to  identify  and  track 
transit  vehicle  parts  using  microchip  technology.  This  is  a  transfer 
of  military  technology  into  another  application.  This  we  expect  will 
improve  vehicle  maintenance  efficiency  and  hold  down  costs. 

We  have  completed  two  years  of  testing  methanol  and  com- 
pressed-natural-gas-powered buses  as  well  as  particulate  trap  tech- 
nology in  Colorado.  In  cooperation  with  the  Colorado  School  of 
Mines,  we  have  established  the  only  EPA-certified  high-altitude, 
heavy-duty  engine  epiissions  testing  facility  in  the  nation. 

Representative  Schroeder  mentioned  our  air  quality  problems. 
Twice  this  winter,  the  Denver  region  violated  Federal  carbon  mon- 
oxide and  particulate  emissions  standards  on  the  same  day.  This 
had  never  happened  before.  Our  innovative  fuels  and  technology 
programs  plus  expanded  transit  service  will  be  crucial  factors  in 
achieving  air  quality  standards.  We  know  every  person  using  tran- 
sit instead  of  driving  reduces  hydrocarbon  emissions  by  9  pounds, 
and  carbon  monoxide  by  more  than  65  pounds. 
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Fiscal  responsibility  is  another  area  of  importance  to  the  region- 
al district.  Nearly  24  percent  of  our  bus  service  has  been  contracted 
with  private  transit  operators  in  our  region.  Our  1992  fare-box  cost 
recovery  ratio  was  over  36  percent. 

The  joint  RTD-Colorado  Department  of  Transportation-FTA- 
FWHA  and  City  of  Denver  north  1-25  bus/high  occupancy  vehicle 
lane  project  will  open  in  late  1994.  It  will  be  on  schedule  and 
within  budget. 

RTD's  metro  area  connection  light  rail  project  in  central  Denver 
is  under  construction  this  year.  This  is  a  5.3  mile,  $100  million 
project  that  is  being  built  by  RTD  totally  with  local  funds  and 
without  raising  any  taxes.  RTD's  use  t£ix  revenues  are  dedicated 
for  the  funding  of  major  capital  projects  such  as  light  rail. 

Our  financial  strength  continues  to  be  reflected  in  our  A-1  bond 
rating  by  Moody's  Investors  Service  and  our  AA-minus  rating  by 
Standard  &  Poors. 

We  are  particularly  proud  of  the  entrepreneurial  efforts  we  have 
engaged  in  in  the  last  several  years.  We  have  expanded  transit 
service  through  cost  sharing  with  private  businesses  and  organiza- 
tions that  benefit  from  the  service. 

We  also  offer  a  wide  range  of  programs  and  support  services  to 
help  businesses  provide  employees  alternatives  to  driving  alone. 
Among  these  is  a  program  called  the  Eco  Pass.  It  is  an  annual  un- 
limited transit  pass  which  employers  can  provide  to  all  of  their  em- 
ployees. We  believe  our  performance  demonstrates  that  invest- 
ments in  public  transit  are  prudent  public  policy  when  the  transit 
agency  delivers  a  significant  return  on  that  investment. 

RTD's  most  recent  rapid  transit  project  is  being  conducted  in  ac- 
cordance this  philosophy.  In  May  of  last  year,  we  began  an  alterna- 
tives analysis/draft  environmental  impact  statement  for  the  South- 
west Corridor.  This  corridor  is  part  of  the  regional  transportation 
plan  adopted  by  the  NPO. 

The  Southwest  Corridor  connects  Douglas  County,  which  is  the 
fastest  growing  county  in  the  Denver  metro  area.  Between  1980 
and  1990,  its  population  grew  at  a  rate  of  over  135  percent.  By 
2010,  traffic  volumes  on  that  facility  will  have  increased  by  150 
percent,  exceeding  the  capacity  of  the  planned  improvements. 

We  have  widespread  support  from  citizens  and  local  governments 
along  the  corridor.  There  are  no  foreseeable  negative  environmen- 
tal impacts  associated  with  the  development  of  rapid  transit  in  the 
corridor.  A  great  deal  of  environmental  assessment  work  has  been 
conducted  as  part  of  previous  preparation  improvement  projects. 

This  alternatives  analysis  is  scheduled  for  completion  in  early 
1994.  RTD  will  then  begin  the  preliminary  engineering  phase  of 
the  project  to  refine  the  design  of  the  locally  preferred  alternative 
£uid  develop  more  precise  estimates  of  cost  and  impact. 

We  are  requesting  your  funding  of  this  12-month,  $6  million  pre- 
liminary engineering  project.  We  have  recently  committed  $7.5  mil- 
lion of  our  own  local  funds  to  acquire  the  necessary  right-of-way  for 
developing  rapid  transit  in  the  corridor.  We  ask  you  to  join  us  in 
completing  this  important  project. 

We  believe  that  our  request  does  respond  to  the  principles  of 
fiscal  responsibility  and  technical  merit  that  have  been  established 
by  Congress  and  the  President  for  the  1994  budget. 
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Thank  you  very  much  for  this  opportunity  and  for  your  consider- 
ation. 
[The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Hotard  follows:] 
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CHAIRMAN  CARR  AND  MEMBERS  OF  THE  SUBCOMMITTEE,  MY  NAME  IS  KENNETH  HOTARD  AND  I 
AM  THE  CHAIRMAN  OF  THE  BOARD  OF  DIRECTORS  OF  THE  DENVER  REGIONAL  TRANSPORTATION 
DISTRICT  (RTD).  JOINING  ME  TODAY  IS  MR.  PETER  CIPOLLA,  RTD'S  GENERAL  MANAGER. 
I  APPRECIATE  THIS  OPPORTUNITY  TO  INFORM  YOU  OF  OUR  PROGRESS  IN  DEVELOPING  A  RAPID 
TRANSIT  SYSTEM  IN  THE  DENVER  REGION.  I  WOULD  ALSO  LIKE  TO  REQUEST  YOUR 
ASSISTANCE  IN  ADVANCING  ONE  PART  OF  THAT  SYSTEM  -  THE  SOUTHWEST  CORRIDOR. 

RTD  PROVIDES  TRANSIT  SERVICE  TO  THE  1.8  MILLION  RESIDENTS  OF  THE  SIX  COUNTIES  AND 
39  MUNICIPALITIES  IN  OUR  2,300  SQUARE  MILE  DISTRICT,  ONE  OF  THE  LARGEST  TRANSIT 
DISTRICTS  IN  THE  NATION.  OUR  FLEET  OF  800  BUSES  CARRIED  OVER  58  MILLION  BUS 
PASSENGERS  IN  1992. 

RTD  ENJOYED  A  VERY  SUCCESSFUL  YEAR  IN  1992: 

OUR  ANNUAL  RIDERSHIP  INCREASED  3  PERCENT 
FAREBOX  REVENUES  INCREASED  2.7  PERCENT,  AND 
OUR  BUS  FLEET  GREW  BY  2.7  PERCENT 

THESE  INCREASES  ARE  ESPECIALLY  SIGNIFICANT  BECAUSE  MOST  OTHER  TRANSIT  SYSTEMS 
EXPERIENCED  REDUCED  RIDERSHIP  LAST  YEAR. 

RTD'S  SUCCESS  CAN  BE  ATTRIBUTED  TO  OUR  ORGANIZATIONAL  PHILOSOPHY,  WHICH  DIFFERS 
FROM  MANY  PUBLIC  TRANSIT  AGENCIES.  THIS  PHILOSOPHY  IS  BASED  ON  THREE  CONCEPTS: 

•INNOVATION 

•FISCAL  RESPONSIBILITY,  AND 

•ENTREPRENEURIAL  STRATEGIES 
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INNOVATION 

•  RTD  IS  INSTALLING  A  SYSTEM-WIDE  AUTOMATIC  VEHICLE  LOCATOR  SYSTEM.  THIS 
SYSTEM  WILL  IMPROVE  OPERATING  EFFICIENCY  AND  PROVIDE  BETTER  INFORMATION 
AND  SERVICE  TO  OUR  CUSTOMERS. 

•  RTD  HAS  BEEN  SELECTED  BY  THE  U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION  FOR  AN 
OPERATIONAL  TEST  PROJECT  IN  THE  NATIONAL  INTELLIGENT  VEHICLE  HIGHWAY 
SYSTEM  PROGRAM.  IN  COOPERATION  WITH  THE  COLORADO  DEPARTMENT  OF 
TRANSPORTATION  AND  WESTINGHOUSE  ELECTRIC  CORPORATION,  WE  WILL  ASSESS  THE 
IMPACT  OF  PROVIDING  ACTUAL  TRAVEL  TIME  INFORMATION  ON  THE  PUBLIC'S  USE  OF 
TRANSIT. 

•  RTD  IS  WORKING  WITH  GENWEST  RAIL  SERVICES  INCORPORATED  IN  A  DEMONSTRATION 
PROJECT  TO  IDENTIFY  AND  TRACK  TRANSIT  VEHICLE  PARTS  USING  MICROCHIP 
TECHNOLOGY.  THIS  TRANSFER  OF  MILITARY  TECHNOLOGY  COULD  IMPROVE  VEHICLE 
MAINTENANCE  EFFICIENCY  AND  REDUCE  MAINTENANCE  COSTS. 

•  RTD  HAS  COMPLETED  TWO  YEARS  OF  TESTING  METHANOL  AND  COMPRESSED  NATURAL  GAS 
POWERED  BUSES  AS  WELL  AS  PARTICULATE  TRAP  TECHNOLOGY.  IN  COOPERATION  WITH 
THE  COLORADO  SCHOOL  OF  MINES  WE  HAVE  ESTABLISHED  THE  ONLY  EPA-CERTIFIED 
HIGH  ALTITUDE,  HEAVY  DUTY  ENGINE  EMISSIONS  TESTING  FACILITY  IN  THE  NATION. 

TWICE  THIS  WINTER,  THE  DENVER  REGION  VIOLATED  FEDERAL  CARBON  MONOXIDE  AND 
PARTICULATE  EMISSIONS  STANDARDS  ON  THE  SAME  DAY,  SOMETHING  IT  HAD  NEVER 
DONE  BEFORE.  RTD'S  INNOVATIVE  FUELS  AND  TECHNOLOGY  PROGRAM  PLUS  EXPANDED 
TRANSIT  SERVICE  WILL  BE  CRUCIAL  FACTORS  IN  ACHIEVING  AIR  QUALITY 
STANDARDS.  EVERY  PERSON  USING  TRANSIT  INSTEAD  OF  DRIVING  REDUCES  ANNUAL 
HYDROCARBON  EMISSIONS  BY  9  POUNDS.  AND  CARBON  MONOXIDE  BY  MORE  THAN  65 
POUNDS. 
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FISCAL  RESPONSIBILITY 

•  NEARLY  24  PERCENT  OF  RTD  BUS  SERVICE  HAS  BEEN  CONTRACTED  WITH  PRIVATE 
TRANSIT  OPERATORS. 

•  RTD'S  1992  FAREBOX  COST  RECOVERY  RATIO  WAS  OVER  36  PERCENT. 

•  THE  JOINT  RTD-COLORADO  DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION-FTA-FWHA-CITY  OF 
DENVER  NORTH  1-25  BUS/HIGH  OCCUPANCY  VEHICLE  LANE  PROJECT  WILL  OPEN  IN 
LATE  1994,  ON  SCHEDULE  AND  WITHIN  THE  PROJECT  BUDGET. 

•  RTD'S  METRO  AREA  CONNECTION  LIGHT  RAIL  PROJECT  IN  CENTRAL  DENVER  IS  UNDER 
CONSTRUCTION.  THIS  5.3  MILE,  $100  MILLION  PROJECT  IS  BEING  BUILT  BY  RTD 
TOTALLY  WITH  LOCAL  FUNDS  AND  WITHOUT  RAISING  ANY  TAXES.  RTD'S  USE  TAX 
REVENUES  ARE  SPECIFICALLY  DEDICATED  FOR  THE  FUNDING  OF  MAJOR  CAPITAL 
PROJECTS  SUCH  AS  LIGHT  RAIL. 

•  RTD'S  FINANCIAL  STRENGTH  IS  REFLECTED  BY  OUR  A-1  BOND  RATING  BY  MOODY'S 
INVESTORS  SERVICE,  AND  OUR  AA  MINUS  RATING  BY  STANDARD  AND  POOR'S. 
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EWTREPREWEURIAL  STRATEGIES 

•  RTD  HAS  IMPLEMENTED  EXPANDED  TRANSIT  SERVICE  THROUGH  COST  SHARING  WITH 
PRIVATE  BUSINESSES  AND  ORGANIZATIONS  THAT  BENEFIT  FROM  THE  SERVICE.  SUCH 
SERVICE  IS  PROVIDED  TO  : 

THE  MARTIN  MARIETTA  FACILITY 

THE  ARAPAHOE  PARK  HORSE  RACING  TRACK 

CENTRAL  DENVER  CULTURAL  AND  HISTORIC  SITES,  AND 

UNIVERSITY  OF  COLORADO  STUDENTS 

•  RTD  OFFERS  A  WIDE  RANGE  OF  PROGRAMS  AND  SUPPORT  SERVICES  TO  HELP 
BUSINESSES  PROVIDE  THEIR  EMPLOYEES  ALTERNATIVES  TO  DRIVING  ALONE.  AMONG 
THESE  PROGRAMS  IS  THE  ECO  PASS,  AN  ANNUAL,  UNLIMITED  USE,  TRANSIT  PASS 
WHICH  EMPLOYERS  PROVIDE  TO  ALL  OF  THEIR  EMPLOYEES.  FOR  A  MAXIMUM  ANNUAL 
COST  OF  $180  PER  EMPLOYEE,  EMPLOYERS  PROVIDE  EACH  EMPLOYEE  A  BENEFIT  WORTH 
$888,  THE  COST  OF  12  MONTHLY  BUS  PASSES.  MORE  THAN  850  COMPANIES, 
REPRESENTING  OVER  22,000  EMPLOYEES  ARE  USING  THE  ECO  PASS. 

•  RTD  AND  BURLINGTON  NORTHERN  RAILROAD  ARE  COOPERATING  IN  THE  ANALYSIS  OF 
COMMUTER  RAIL  OPPORTUNITIES  FROM  THE  WESTERN  PART  OF  THE  DENVER  REGION 
INTO  CENTRAL  DENVER  ALONG  EXISTING  FREIGHT  RAIL  LINES. 

RTD  TAKES  PRIDE  IN  OUR  SUCCESSFUL  EFFORTS  TO  PROVIDE  EFFICIENT,  RELIABLE  TRANSIT 
SERVICE  IN  A  MANNER  THAT  PROVIDES  MAXIMUM  BENEFIT  TO  THE  TAXPAYERS  WHO  FINANCE 
OUR  OPERATIONS.  WE  BELIEVE  THAT  OUR  PERFORMANCE  DEMONSTRATES  THAT  INVESTMENTS 
IN  PUBLIC  TRANSIT  ARE  PRUDENT  PUBLIC  POLICY  DECISIONS  WHEN  THE  TRANSIT  AGENCY 
DELIVERS  A  SIGNIFICANT  RETURN  ON  THAT  INVESTMENT. 

RTD'S  MOST  RECENT  RAPID  TRANSIT  PROJECT  IS  BEING  CONDUCTED  IN  ACCORDANCE  WITH 
THIS  PHILOSOPHY.   IN  MAY  1992,  RTD,  IN  CONJUNCTION  WITH  THE  FEDERAL  TRANSIT 
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ADMINISTRATION,  BEGAN  AN  ALTERNATIVES  ANALYSIS/DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT 
STATEMENT  FOR  THE  SOUTHWEST  CORRIDOR.  THE  INTENT  OF  THIS  PROCESS  IS  TO  SELECT 
A  LOCALLY  PREFERRED,  FINANCIALLY  FEASIBLE,  TRANSIT  PROJECT  FOR  THE  SOUTHWEST 
CORRIDOR.  THE  SOUTHWEST  CORRIDOR  IS  CENTERED  ON  SOUTH  SANTA  FE  DRIVE  AND  AN 
EXISTING  RAILROAD  RIGHT-OF-WAY  PARALLEL  TO  THE  ROADWAY.  THE  CORRIDOR  IS  PART  OF 
THE  REGIONAL  TRANSPORTATION  PLAN  ADOPTED  BY  THE  DENVER  REGIONAL  COUNCIL  OF 
GOVERNMENTS,  THE  REGION'S  METROPOLITAN  PLANNING  ORGANIZATION. 

THIS  PLAN  CALLS  FOR  A  RAPID  TRANSIT  SYSTEM  TO  CONSIST  OF  "HIGH  SPEED,  HIGH 
CAPACITY  TRANSIT  VEHICLES  OPERATING  IN  RESERVED  RIGHT-OF-WAY  IN  THE  MOST  HEAVILY 
TRAVELED  CORRIDORS  OF  THE  REGION,  WITH  FREQUENT  PEAK-PERIOD  SERVICE."  IN 
ADDITION,  THE  PLAN  STATES  THAT  THE  TECHNOLOGY  IMPLEMENTED  SHOULD  BE  "...THE  MOST 
COST-EFFECTIVE  AND  APPROPRIATE. . .TECHNOLOGY  AVAILABLE  AT  THE  TIME  EACH  STAGE  IS 
CONSTRUCTED." 

THE  SOUTHWEST  CORRIDOR  HAS  A  LONG  HISTORY  AS  A  CRITICAL  TRANSPORTATION  CORRIDOR 
IN  THE  DENVER  REGION.  THE  CORRIDOR  CONNECTS  DOUGLAS  COUNTY,  THE  FASTEST-GROWING 
COUNTY  IN  THE  DENVER  METRO  AREA,  WITH  THE  HUB  OF  REGIONAL  EMPLOYMENT  IN  DOWNTOWN 
DENVER.  BETWEEN  1980  AND  1990  DOUGLAS  COUNTY  POPULATION  GREW  AT  A  RATE  OF  OVER 
135X.  TRAFFIC  VOLUMES  ON  SOUTH  SANTA  FE  DRIVE  HAVE  GROWN  IN  RESPONSE  TO  THE 
DEVELOPMENT  WITHIN  THE  SOUTHWEST  CORRIDOR.  1990  AVERAGE  DAILY  TRAFFIC  VOLUMES 
RANGED  FROM  40,000  TO  56,000  VEHICLES  ON  SOUTH  SANTA  FE  DRIVE.  STOP-AND-GO 
TRAFFIC  CONDITIONS  COMMONLY  OCCUR  DURING  MORNING  MIDDAY  AND  AFTERNOON  PEAK 
PERIODS.  BY  THE  YEAR  2,010,  IT  IS  PROJECTED  THAT  TRAFFIC  VOLUMES  ON  SOUTH  SANTA 
FE  DRIVE  WILL  HAVE  INCREASED  BY  OVER  150%,  FAR  EXCEEDING  THE  CAPACITY  OF  PLANNED 
ROAD  IMPROVEMENTS. 
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IN  ORDER  TO  MAINTAIN  ACCEPTABLE  LEVELS  OF  MOBILITY  IN  THE  SOUTHWEST  CORRIDOR, 
MASS  TRANSIT  MUST  PLAY  AN  EXPANDED  ROLE.  INVESTMENTS  IN  FACILITIES  TO  ALLOW 
TRANSIT  VEHICLES  TO  BYPASS  INCREASING  CONGESTION  ARE  REQUIRED  FOR  TRANSIT  TO 
ATTRACT  NEW  RIDERS  AND  REDUCE  DEPENDENCE  ON  THE  AUTOMOBILE  IN  THE  SOUTHWEST 
CORRIDOR. 

THIS  PROJECT  HAS  RECEIVED  WIDESPREAD  SUPPORT  FROM  THE  CITIZENS  AND  LOCAL 
GOVERNMENTS  ALONG  THE  CORRIDOR.  A  COMPREHENSIVE  PUBLIC  INVOLVEMENT  PROCESS  WAS 
INITIATED  EARLY  IN  THE  PROJECT.  THREE  PUBLIC  MEETINGS  WERE  HELD  IN  DECEMBER, 
1992  DURING  THE  SCOPING  PHASE  OF  THE  PROJECT.  ADDITIONAL  PUBLIC  MEETINGS  AND 
WORKSHOPS  WILL  BE  HELD  ON  OR  BEFORE  MAJOR  MILESTONES  THROUGHOUT  THE  COURSE  OF  THE 
PROJECT.  RTD  HAS  ALSO  ESTABLISHED  TWO  ADVISORY  COMMITTEES  COMPRISED  OF 
REPRESENTATIVES  OF  MUNICIPAL  AND  COUNTY  GOVERNMENTS  AS  WELL  AS  REGIONAL,  STATE 
AND  FEDERAL  AGENCIES  TO  PROVIDE  PROJECT  GUIDANCE  ON  POLICY  AND  TECHNICAL  ISSUES. 
THERE  ARE  NO  FORESEEABLE  NEGATIVE  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACTS  ASSOCIATED  WITH  THE 
DEVELOPMENT  OF  RAPID  TRANSIT  IN  THIS  CORRIDOR.  A  GREAT  DEAL  OF  ENVIRONMENTAL 
ASSESSMENT  WORK  HAS  BEEN  CONDUCTED  AS  PART  OF  PREVIOUS  TRANSPORTATION  IMPROVEMENT 
PROJECTS  IN  THIS  CORRIDOR. 

THE  SOUTHWEST  CORRIDOR  ALTERNATIVES  ANALYSIS  IS  SCHEDULED  FOR  COMPLETION  IN  EARLY 
1994.  RTD  WILL  THEN  BEGIN  THE  PRELIMINARY  ENGINEERING  PHASE  OF  THE  PROJECT  TO 
REFINE  THE  DESIGN  OF  THE  LOCALLY  PREFERRED  TRANSIT  ALTERNATIVE  AND  DEVELOP  MORE 
PRECISE  ESTIMATES  OF  COSTS  AND  IMPACTS. 

WE  ARE  REQUESTING  YOUR  FUNDING  OF  THIS  12  MONTH,  $6  MILLION  PRELIMINARY 
ENGINEERING  PROJECT.  BASED  ON  THE  MERIT  OF  THIS  PROJECT,  WE  HAVE  RECENTLY 
COMMITTED  $7.5  MILLION  OF  OUR  OWN  LOCAL  FUNDS  TO  ACQUIRE  THE  NECESSARY  RIGHT-OF- 
WAY  FOR  DEVELOPING  RAPID  TRANSIT  IN  THIS  CORRIDOR.  WE  ASK  YOU  TO  JOIN  US  IN 
COMPLETING  THIS  IMPORTANT  PROJECT.  WE  BELIEVE  THAT  OUR  MODEST  REQUEST  RESPONDS 
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TO  THE  PRINCIPLES  OF  FISCAL  RESPONSIBILITY  AND  TECHNICAL  MERIT  THAT  HAVE  BEEN 
ESTABLISHED  BY  CONGRESS  AND  THE  PRESIDENT  FOR  THE  1994  BUDGET. 

THANK  YOU  FOR  THIS  OPPORTUNITY  TO  DISCUSS  OUR  ACTIVITIES  AND  FOR  YOUR 
CONSIDERATION  OF  OUR  REQUEST. 
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Southwest  Corridor 
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l^nD Southwest  Corridor 

Proiect  Overview 

In  April  1992,  RTD  received  a  grant  from  the  Federal  Transit  Administration  to 
tjegin  an  Alternatives  Analysis  of  rapid  transit  options  tjetween  downtown  Denver 
and  Nortli  Highlands  Ranch  Parkway  in  Douglas  County,  along  South  Santa  Fe 
Drive.  The  corridor  runs  through  the  cities  of  Denver,  Englewood,  and  Littleton 
and  Is  adjacent  to  the  cities  of  of  Sheridan  and  Columbine  Valley. 

The  Altematives  Analysis  will  Identify  alignment,  technology  and  station  location 
options  and  evaluate  each  of  these  alternatives  in  terms  of  cost-effectiveness, 
environmental,  financial,  operational  and  traffic  impacts.  RTD  will  be  working 
closely  with  the  public  and  local  agencies  to  ensure  that  all  issues  and  concerns 
will  be  addressed  in  the  analyses.  The  study  will  result  in  a  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement,  a  locally  preferred  alternative  and  a  financial  plan. 

The  study  is  scheduled  to  be  completed  in  August  1994,  with  engineering  studies 
and  construction  through  the  year  2000. 

Sy»t»m  Characteristica 

•  14  mile  length  (downtown  Denver  to  North  Highlands  Ranch  Pari<way) 

•  1 0  -  30  minute  headways 
Simple  at-grade  stations 

•  Light  Rail,  commuter  rail  or  busway,  at-grade 

•  Reserved  right-of-way 

•  park-n-Ride  facilities  at  most  stations 

•  Proven  off-the-shelf  technology 

•  Direct  access  ramps  for  busway 

•  Consistent  with  MAC  and  Adopted  Regional  Transportation  plan 

•  Year  201 0  Ridership  1 6,000  to  1 8,000/day 


SPL  837-9  1/93 
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Rapid  Transit  Projects  1993-1997 
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Currently  Under  Study 
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Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Hotard.  Let  me  ask  a  few 
questions. 

What  do  you  look  at  for  this  Southwest  Ck)rridor  in  terms  of  a 
possible  overmatch?  What  is  your  matching  ratio? 

Mr.  CiPOLLA.  We  currently  have  $100  million  invested  in  the 
MAC  light  rail  project  which  would  be  an  extension  of  this  particu- 
lar corridor.  It  ties  right  into  this  corridor.  We  are  in  the  construc- 
tion phases  of  that  project  right  now.  We  will  be  completing  it  in 
October  of  1994,  opening  that  phase. 

We  also  have  the  $7.5  million  which  we  are  currently  investing 
in  that  corridor  right  away. 

Mr.  Carr.  So  you  are  not  contemplating  any  match  beyond  that? 

Mr.  CiPOLLA.  We  can  match  beyond  that  depending  upon  what 
the  actual  match  needs  are  by  FTA  qualifications. 

Mr.  Carr.  Well,  of  course,  the  law  says  80/20,  but  are  you  willing 
to  do  more  than  that? 

Mr,  CiPOLLA.  Yes. 

Mr.  Carr.  You  can't  quantify  that  right  now? 

Mr.  CiPOLLA.  We  are  in  the  midst  of  the  alternatives  analysis 
right  now.  Once  the  alternatives  analysis  actually  does  establish 
the  preferred  alternative  to  actually  construct  in  that  corridor, 
then  we  can  be  more  direct,  in  answer  to  your  question,  Mr.  Chair- 
man. 

Mr.  Carr.  Do  you  have  a  dedicated  local  source  of  operating  rev- 
enue for  the  Denver  area,  and  what  is  it? 

Mr.  CiPOLLA.  We  caught  the  six-tenths  percent  sales  tax  and  use 
tax  generates  probably  $90  million  a  year. 

Mr.  Carr.  How  does  the  use  tax  work? 

Mr.  CiPOLLA.  Based  upon  any  product  that  is  purchased  outside 
of  your  district  but  is  actually  used  in  the  district. 

Mr.  Carr.  How  is  it  enforced? 

Mr.  CiPOLLA.  The  State  does  collect  that  tax.  We  reimburse  the 
State  for  that,  for  actually  collecting  for  us.  The  enforcement  is — 
we  believe  is  sound,  based  upon  the  revenues  that  we  have  been 
collecting. 

The  use  tax  produces  approximately  10  percent  of  the  actual 
.sales  tax  revenue  collected  within  the  district. 

Mr.  Carr.  Do  you  have  a  local  option  for  the  sales  tax,  or  was 
this  part  of  a  State  law,  or  how  does  it  work? 

Mr.  CiPOLLA.  It  is  a  regional  tax  for  the  district  that  was  voted  on 
and  confirmed  by  the  district,  the  people  that  reside  within  the  dis- 
trict. 

Mr.  Carr.  You  testified  about  the  mass  transit/ 1 VHS,  but  what 
other  plans  are  there  for  IVHS  in  the  Denver  area? 

Mr.  HoTARD.  I  don't  believe  we  have  any  additional  plans. 

Mr.  CiPOLLA.  If  I  could  elaborate  a  little  bit  on  Mr.  Hotard's  testi- 
mony, we  did  just  recently  receive  this  grant  in  conjunction  with 
the  Colorado  Department  of  Transportation.  What  it  does  is  effec- 
tively— more  effectively  utilize  the  GPS,  the  Global  Positioning 
System,  on  our  Automatic  Vehicle  Locating  System,  and  will  inter- 
act with  the  high-occupancy  vehicle  lane  we  are  building  in  con- 
junction with  CDOT  and  FTA. 

It  will  give  people  actual  time  for  delays  and  improve  the  actual 
communications  for  people  at  the  airport,  at  two  of  our  major  sta- 
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tions,  and  at  two  of  our  major  parking  garage  locations,  along  with 
actual  time  delays  assignage  within  the  1-25  HOV  corridor. 

Mr.  Carr.  Does  it  have  a  traffic  management  system? 

Mrs.  ScHROEDER.  I  don't  think  we  could  really  say  so. 

Mr.  CiPOLLA.  We  are  building  one. 

Mrs.  ScHROEDER.  We  are  trying. 

Mr.  CiPOLLA.  Quite  frankly,  this  is  a  giant  step,  I  think,  in  that 
direction. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  would  just  offer  the  observation  that  intelligent  vehi- 
cle highway  systems  is  going  to  be  a  big  item  in  the  next  few  years. 
I  think  it  is — the  speed  with  which  this  comes  on  is  going  to  be 
fairly  dramatic,  and  for  some  quite  unexpected. 

Obviously,  this  committee  is  being  asked  to  finance  all  manner  of 
fixed-guideway  systems  all  over  the  country,  and  we  have  to  do  so 
based  on  what  tend  to  be  rather  promotional  ridership  forecasts. 
We  are  also  finding  that  the  overall  problem  of  mobility  is  going  to 
be  heavily  impacted  by  IVHS.  It  is  not  going  to  be  the  total  solu- 
tion for  a  community  and  it  is  not  going  to  put  transit  systems  out 
of  work,  but  it  does  possibly  alter  the  market  for  transit  in  a  very 
dramatic  way. 

We  don't  want  to  get  the  cart  before  the  horse  as  we  try  to  fi- 
nance these  large  fixed  capital,  fixed-guideway  systems.  So  we 
need  to  know  more  about — and  I  know  this  is  probably  not  in  your 
department,  if  you  will — but  we  need  to  know  more  about  what  the 
Colorado  DOT  and  what  the  Denver  area  in  particular  are  doing 
about  IVHS  and  what  their  plans  are.  And  even  recognizing  their 
plans  may  be  pretty  skimpy  today,  my  guess  is  within  two  years 
they  will  be  fairly  significant,  if  they  are  like  the  rest  of  the  coun- 
try. 

Mrs.  ScHROEDER.  Mr.  Chairman,  as  you  know,  in  my  other  hat, 
because  you  and  I  started  there,  on  Armed  Services,  I  am  now 
chairing  Research,  Development  and  Conversion,  and  of  course 
rVHS  is  one  of  the  key  things  we  are  trjdng  to  convert  out  of  mili- 
tary technology  into  the  civilian  side,  as  we  try  and  throw  things 
over  the  fence  from  the  military  side  to  the  civilian  side  and  up- 
grade this. 

We  had  a  conference  in  Denver  three  weeks  ago  where  the  De- 
partment of  Transportation  appeared  and  talked  a  lot  about  how 
they  are  tr3dng  to  move  to  IVHS  and  what  their  hopes  are  to  move 
all  of  this  along,  and  they  really  are  keyed  into  how  they  have  got 
to  be  doing  this,  because  you  can't  just  keep  running  the  kind  of 
transit  systems  that  we  have  got  without  it,  and  especially  with  the 
airport  factoring  in  and  all  the  other  things  in  the  congestion, 
which  gets  worse  by  the  hour.  So  that  we  really  are  working  on  it 
very  rapidly. 

We  should  have  someone  from  DOT  come  and  talk  to  the  com- 
mittee about  it.  We  would  like  to  talk  to  you  about  where  we  can 
go  with  ARPA,  if  we  can  ever  get  this  coordinated,  to  move  this 
technology.  I  think  it  is  terribly  important,  you  are  absolutely 
right. 

Mr.  Carr.  That  is  just  by  way  of  letting  you  all  know  that  we  are 
taking  all  this  into  account,  part  of  our  problem  is  that  there  is  a 
phasing  of  things,  and  the  questions  we  have  are,  wouldn't  it  be 
somewhat  wise  to  wait  and  see  where  IVHS  is  and  the  contribution 
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it  makes  to  overall  mobility  before  we  begin  to  start  laying  down 
tracks  and  knowing  exactly — so  that  we  can  better  anticipate  the 
future? 

Would  you  contemplate  using  any  Section  9  money  for  your  local 
match? 

Mr.  HoTARD.  Not  at  this  time. 

Mr.  Carr.  Your  HOV  lanes,  are  they  HOV-2,  3? 

Mr.  HoTARD.  You  mean  passengers?  That  has  not  been  deter- 
mined. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  do  this  to  everybody,  I  am  not  picking  on  you. 

Mr.  HoTARD.  That  is  all  right. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  would  encourage  you,  if  you  go  higher  than  two,  to 
make  it  three  or  capacity.  We  have  a  lot  of  two-passenger  vehicles 
these  days  and  we  don't  want  to  alter  unduly  market  decisions 
people  might  make  about  what  kind  of  vehicle  they  purchase.  And 
if  they  are  filling  their  vehicle  to  its  capacity,  they  are  doing  what 
they  can.  That  vehicle  pays  highway  taxes  as  well. 

It  has  been  a  little  while  since  I  have  driven  on  1-25.  Is  there 
room  there  for  a  movable  barrier  system?  Have  you  looked  at  that? 

Mr.  CiPOLLA.  No,  there  would  have  to  be  another  lane  or  another 
construction  element  there.  Are  you  talking  within  the  corridor — 
within  the  current  highway  itself? 

No,  there  is  not.  Unless  we  actually  take  away  a  lane.  Now  I  am 
talking  in  the  south  segment  of  1-25. 

Mr.  Carr.  Does  your  agency  have  control  over  HOV  lanes  and 
movable-barrier-type  devices,  or  is  that  all  Colorado  DOT? 

Mr.  CiPOLLA.  It  is  all  Colorado  DOT.  They  actually  have  the  final 
authority  over  that.  Even  within  construction  of  the  HOV  lane, 
there  is  a  cooperative  intergovernmental  agreement  that  is  worked 
out  on  that  use  and  utilization. 

Mr.  Carr.  Do  you  have  the  authority  to  operate  at  the  airport  in 
Stapleton? 

Mr.  HoTARD.  Yes,  we  do. 

Mr.  Carr.  Do  you  have  much  in  the  way  of  paratransit  oper- 
ations going  on  in  the  Denver  area? 

Mr.  HoTARD.  We  actually  have  I  think  one  of  the  leading  para- 
transit operations  in  the  country.  Ninety-five  percent  of  our  vehi- 
cles are  lift  equipped  today.  Currently,  as  are  many  companies  in 
the  country,  we  are  in  the  process  of  implementing  ADA,  and  we 
intend  frankly  to  privatize  our  ADA  service. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  take  it  you  are  doing  that  because  you  want  to  do 
that?  You  haven't  been  requested  to  do  that  by  FTA? 

Mr.  HoTARD.  We  think  it  makes  good  business  sense. 

Mr.  Carr.  Has  anybody  at  FTA  ever  requested  you  do  that? 

Mr.  HoTARD.  No. 

Mr.  Carr.  What  is  the  vintage  of  your  buses,  average  vintage? 

Mr.  Hotard.  Good  question. 

Mr.  CiPOLLA.  About  five  and  a  half  to  six  years.  We  are  on  the 
street  right  now  with  another  bus  bid. 

Mr.  Carr.  How  many? 

Mr.  CiPOLLA.  Eighty  buses  in  this  next  bid. 

Mr.  Carr.  Would  it  make  any  sense  for  the  national  government 
to  do  what  Pennsylvania  used  to  do  and  have  a  national  bus  bid, 
and  instead  of  granting  money,  grant  buses? 
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Mr.  CiPOLLA.  I  think  it  is  certainly  an  alternative  that  could  be 
looked  at  closely.  There  are  certain  requirements  unique  to  certain 
areas  such  as  a  vehicle  that  may  need  certain  types  of  equipment 
in  Denver  may  not  necessarily  be  needed  in  Phoenix  or  such. 

Mr.  Carr.  What  would  that  be? 

Mr.  CiPOLLA.  Air  conditioning  versus  evaporative  coolers  on 
buses,  different  types  of  transmissions  for  operation  in  mountains 
versus  a  flat-land  type  of  a  bus. 

Mr.  Carr.  But  you  think 

Mr.  CiPOLLA.  Certain  variations. 

Mr.  Carr.  You  think  maybe  the  Congress  ought  to  look  at  doing 
a  national  bus  procurement?  The  advantage,  of  course,  is  that  we 
have  a  lot  of  bus  manufacturers  who  have,  you  know,  they  are  busy 
one  year  and  the  next  year  the  order  bank  is  depleted  and  they  are 
laying  people  off,  and  they  can't  predictably  manage  their  re- 
sources. 

As  a  result,  a  lot  of  transit  properties  aren't  getting  the  efficien- 
cies of  the  bid,  and  of  course  super  large  systems  like  Chicago  and 
New  York,  they  can  always  put  out  an  order  at  any  time  for  lots  of 
buses,  and  they  can  get  really  good  prices,  and  then  someone  who 
is  going  out  to  bid  for  30  buses  or  20  buses  really  can't. 

Mr.  CiPOLLA.  Two  things,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  we  are  doing  is 
looking  more  closely  into  multi-year  bus  bids,  and  certainly  if  FTA 
would  encourage  that  type  of  an  application,  that  would  be  helpful, 
both  to  the  transit  property  and  to  the  bus  manufacturer.  It  would 
help  us  standardize  our  inventory  and  perhaps  even  reduce  that 
type  of  an  inventory.  And  it  would  certainly  be  very,  very  useful  to 
the  bus  manufacturers  by  having  that  long-term  type  of  a  commit- 
ment. 

Mr.  Carr.  What  are  your  plans  to  serve  the  new  Denver  airport? 

Mr.  HoTARD.  Right  now  we  have  $6.5  million  in  new  service  that 
we  intend  to  provide  to  the  airport.  We  are  engaged  in  public 
forums  right  now  to  determine  the  final  configuration  of  that.  We 
intend  to  provide  full  service  to  the  air  portion  on  opening  day. 

Mr.  Carr.  Does  your  research  tell  you  whether  the  people  who 
ride  the  buses,  say,  right  now  to  Stapleton  and  perhaps  the  new 
airport,  would  be  largely  the  employees  at  the  airport,  or  do  we  ac- 
tually need  to  worry  about 

Mrs.  ScHROEDER.  With  $80  cab  fares,  there  is  going  to  be  a  terrif- 
ic passenger  load,  I  think.  It  really  is  going  to  be  very  difficult  and 
the  road  infrastructure  is  not  quite  what  we  would  like  to  see  out 
there,  to  be  perfectly  candid. 

Mr.  Carr.  Are  you  going  to  have  to  configure  your  buses  for  bag- 
gage? 

Mr.  HoTARD.  Yes. 

Mr.  Carr.  Is  that  contemplated? 

Mr.  HoTARD.  Yes,  it  is.  We  have  had  tremendous  communication 
from  the  public,  even  beginning  with  the  early  stages  of  develop- 
ment of  DIA,  that  they  expected  RTD  to  provide  high  quality  of 
service  to  the  airport  to  meet  that  need,  anticipating  that  there 
would  be  infrastructure  issues  for  automobiles,  parking  costs,  and, 
as  Representative  Schroeder  pointed  out,  the  high  cost  of  private 
transportation. 

Mr.  Carr.  How  many  employees  does  RTD  have? 
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Mr.  HoTARD.  One  thousand  one  hundred,  approximately. 

Mr.  Carr.  That  is  all  the  questions  I  have. 

I  might  just  indicate  to  you,  I  know  that  in  the  past  you  have 
had  a  number  of  other  items  before  the  committee,  and  I  think  we 
would  probably  like  to  hear  from  Colorado  DOT  and  whatever  the 
Denver  authority  is  so  that  we  can  try  to  take  a  look  at  the  inte- 
grated mobility  problems  in  the  greater  Denver  area. 

Mrs.  ScHROEDER.  We  appreciate  that,  Mr.  Chairman.  And  one  of 
our  problems  is  while  we  have  all  sorts  of  counties  in  RTD  and  we 
are  trying  to  work  in  a  mobilized  area,  it  is  interesting  that  Denver 
ends  up  being  the  pushing  force  a  lot  of  times.  And  I  think  you  are 
right,  DOT  would  be  a  very  appropriate  one  to  have  in  here  too  be- 
cause they  can  be  a  coordinator.  We  will  pass  that  message  on. 

Mr.  Carr.  The  gentleman  from  Texas. 

Mr.  Coleman.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  am  going  to  be  real  limited  in  time  this  morning.  I  was  just  cu- 
rious, Douglas  County's  population  growth  you  cited  as  being  very 
high.  What  is  the  population  of  Douglas  County,  approximately? 
That  is  a  feeder  route  into  that  corridor,  as  I  understand  it. 

Mr.  Cipolla.  It  actually  runs  through  three  counties.  Douglas  is 
the  farthest  county  south  and  then  it  comes  into  Arapahoe  and 
then  Denver. 

Mr.  Coleman.  How  far  is  it  in  distance  from  downtown? 

Mr.  Cipolla.  Approximately  9  to  10  miles  along  that  corridor.  It 
is  all  railroad  right-of-way. 

Mr.  Coleman.  That  is  where  the  largest  growth  is  occurring? 

Mr.  Cipolla.  It  is  occurring  in  that  Southeast,  Southwest  Corri- 
dor, yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Coleman.  I  didn't  have  any  other  questions. 

Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you  for  being  with  us. 

Mrs.  ScHROEDER.  'Thank  you. 

[Supplemental  information  and  a  response  to  Hon.  Frank  Wolfs 
questions  follow:] 
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Regional  Transportation  District  16OO  Biake  street  iDTinr^ 

"  Denver.  Colorado  80202-1399  IrSsll  IL^f 

303/299-2002  "  ^^'  ^-^ 

Board  of  Directors 

Chairman  -  Kenneth  N.  Hotard,  Dislnct  O  ■  -  ■ 

First  Vice  Chairman  -  Roger  Sherman.  District  F 
Second  Vice  Chairman  -  Robert  L.  Tonsing,  District  H 
Secretary  -  Philip  C.  Anderson.  District  A 
Treasurer  •  Karen  Benker,  District  M 

Edie  Bryan.  District  D  Thomas  W.  Spooner.  District  L 

Ben  Klein.  District  C  George  Stumpf.  Distnct  K 

Stephen  C.  Millard.  District  N  Russ  Tarvin.  District  E 

Kevin  Sampson,  District  J  Landri  C.  Taylor,  District  B 

Loren  R  Sloane.  District  G  William  C.  Womack.  District  I 

May  14,  1993 

The  Honorable  Robert  Carr 
U.S.  House  of  Representatives 
2347  Rayburn  House  Office  Building 
Washington,  D.C.  20515 

Dear  Congressman  Carr: 

I  am  sending  you  the  attached  information  as  a  supplement  to  my  March  29,  1993 
testimony  before  the  House  Appropriations  Committee  Subcommittee  on  Transportation: 

•  The  schedule  for  the  Southwest  Transit  Corridor  Preliminary 
Engineering  and  Alternatives  Analysis 

•  A  Supplemental  Earmark  Request  for  RTD  to  purchase  additional 
buses,  and 

•  A  summary  of  our  Intelligent  Vehicle  Highway  System  (IVHS) 
project 

I  would  also  like  to  clarify  my  response  to  two  questions  raised  during  my 
testimony: 

•  RTD  currently  employs  1,748  full-time  employees  and  190  part- 
time  employees. 

•  RTD  has  recommended  that  the  Colorado  Transportation  Commission 
permit  vehicles  with  two  or  more  occupants  to  use  the  North  1-25 
Bus/High  Occupancy  Vehicle  Lane.  The  Colorado  Transportation 
Commission  has  the  authority  to  set  the  minimum  occupancy  for  a 
high  occupancy  vehicle  pursuant  to  Colorado  State  statutes. 

Thank  you  again  for  the  opportunity  to  testify  before  your  subcommittee  and  your 
consideration  of  our  request.  If  you  would  like  further  information  regarding  our 
request,  please  feel  free  to  contact  me  or  RTD's  General  Manager,  Mr.  Peter 
Cipolla. 

Thank  you  for  your  support. 

Sincerely, 


Kenneth  N.  Hotard 

Chairman,  RTD  Board  of  Directors 

KNH:FS:jal 

An  Equal  Opportunity  /  Affirmative  Action  Employer 
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1600  Blake  Street 

Denver.  Colorado  80202-13 

303/628  9000 


SCHEDULE  FOR  SOUTHWEST  TRANSIT  CORRIDOR 
PRELININARY  ENGINEERING 


March,  1994     Alternatives  Analysis  and  Locally  Preferred  Alternative  Report 
are  Completed. 

May,  1994       Preliminary  Engineering  Begins. 

May,  1995       Preliminary  Engineering  and  Final  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  Completed. 


May  12,  1993 


An  Equal  Opportunity/Affirmative  Action  Employer 
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SOUTHWEST  CORRIDOR  ALTERNATIVES  ANALYSIS 
SCHEDULE  OF  REQUIRED  PRODUCTS 


PRODDCT  /MILBSTOHB  DELIVERY 

DATE 

Task  1.0  (Project  Scoping^ 

TAC  and  SWAT  Memberships  and  Mailing  Lists 

Notice  of  Intent 

Public  Scoping  Meetings 

Draft  E.I.S.  Outline 

Final  Project  Goals  and  Objectives 

Final  Scoping  Summary  Report 

Detailed  Work  Plan  and  Schedule 

Conceptual  Definition  of  Alts.  Report 

Draft  E.I.S.  Chapter:  Purpose  and  Needs  Statement 

Task  2 . 0  (Alternatives  Development) 

Physical  Design  Standards  January  29,  1993 

Preliminary  Operations  Plan  April  19,  1993 

Alts.  Refinement  &  Screening  April  22,  1993 

Detailed  Definition  of  Alternatives  Report  September  1,  1993 

Task  3.0  (Analysis  Methodolocry) 

Methodology  Report:  Air  Quality  Impact  Assessment  May  24,  1993 

Methodology  Report:  Public  Involvement  May  24,  1993 

Methodology  Report:  Capital  Costing  June  15,  1993 

Methodology  Report:  Financial  Capability  June  15,  1993 

Methodology  Report:  Operating  and  Maintenance  Cost  August  4,  1993 

Methodology  Report:  Evaluation  of  Alternatives  August  5,  1993 

Methodology  Report:  Patronage  Forecasting  July  2,  1993 
Methodology  Report:  Social,  Economic,  and 

Environmental  Impact  Assessment  July  8,  1993 


May  11, 

1992 

November  13, 

1992 

December  31, 

1992 

February  5, 

1993 

April  15, 

1993 

May  17, 

1993 

May  17, 

1993 

May  24, 

1993 

it   June  10, 

1993 
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Task  4.0  (Analysis  and  Evaluation  of  Alternatives^ 

Conceptual  Engineering  Plan  and  Profile  Drawings    June  14,  1993 

Results  Report:  Capital/0  &  M  Costs  August  19,  1993 

Final  Definition  of  Alternatives  Report        September  14,  1993 

Results  Report:  Service/Patronage  Forecasting*   October  31,  1993 

Technical  Memorandum:  Sensitivity  Analysis*      October  31,  1993 
Results  Report:  Environmental  Impacts 

Analysis  &  Mitigation  November  16,  1993 

Draft  E.I.S.  Chapter:  Evaluation  of  AlternativesNovember  17,  1993 

Results  Report:  Financial  Feasibility  Plan      November  23,  1993 

Task  5.0  (Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  Preparation) 

The  D. E.I.S.  will  consist  of  the  following  chapters: 

Purpose  and  Needs  June  10,  1993 

Alternatives  Considered  August  31,  1993 

Affected  Environment  September  14,  1993 

Transportation  Impacts  October  30,  1993 

Environmental  Consequences  November  16,  1993 

Financial  Analysis  &  Evaluation  of  Alternatives  November  17,  1993 

Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement**  December  16,  1993 

Public  Hearing  February  17,  1994 

Locally  Preferred  Alternative  Report  March  2,  1994 

*  The  timing  of  the  two  Patronage  Forecasting  tasks  is  critical 
to  the  completion  of  the  SWAA  under  this  schedule.  Both  of 
these  tasks  rely  heavily  on  the  DRCOG  process  for  the  adoption 
of  the  Interim  2015  Regional  Transportation  Plan.  Since  DRCOG 
will  be  responsible  for  final  model  runs  utilizing  the  UTPS 
mainframe,  RTD  is  dependent  upon  DRCOG  staff  availability  and 
the  DRCOG  Board  adoption  process  for  the  2015  Interim  Plan. 

**  From  the  time  the  Local  Lead  Agency  (RTD)  transmits  the  final 
draft  of  the  DEIS  to  FTA,  until  the  time  FTA  sends  the 
document  to  EPA  for  publication  of  a  Notice  in  the  Federal 
Register,  past  experience  has  shown  this  takes  a  minimum  of  3  0 
days  and  a  maximum  of  60  days.  After  publication  in  the 
Federal  Register,  there  is  a  mandatory  30  day  circulation 
period  before  a  public  hearing  can  be  held. 
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1600  Blake  Street 

Denver,  Colorado  80202-1399 

303/628  9000 

DENVER  REGIONAL  TRANSPORTATION  DISTRICT 
SUPPLEMENTAL  FISCAL  YEAR  1994  EARMARK  REQUEST 

Nine  new  transit  buses  will  be  purchased  to  replace  nine  1981  GMC  transit  buses 
which  will  have  reached  or  exceeded  their  12  year  life  at  the  time  of 
replacement.  The  buses  to  be  replaced  are  becoming  more  costly  to  maintain  and 
do  not  meet  1993  EPA  emissions  standards.  The  new  buses  will  meet  the  1993  EPA 
standards  and  will  be  equipped  with  wheelchair  lifts  to  comply  with  ADA 
regulations. 

Nine  new  intercity  buses  will  be  purchased  to  replace  nine  MCI  coaches  which 
range  from  1969  to  1974  models.  The  buses  to  be  purchased  will  be  equipped  with 
wheelchair  lifts  which  will  increase  the  accessibility  of  RTD's  fleet  and 
compliance  with  ADA  regulations  since  the  vehicles  to  be  retired  are  not 
accessible.  The  new  buses  will  also  meet  the  1993  EPA  emissions  standards  which 
will  serve  to  improve  air  quality  in  the  region.  These  buses  will  be  used  for 
intercity  service,  including  service  to  the  new  Denver  International  Airport. 
The  funds  for  acquiring  these  buses  can  be  obligated  within  90  days. 

Transit  Buses 

•Nine  buses  at  $210,000  each  =  $1,890,000 
•Project  management  and  inspection  =  37,800 
•Buy  America  Audit  =        24.655 

$1,952,455 

Intercity  Buses 

•Nine  buses  at  $329,159  each  =  $2,962,430 
•Project  management  and  inspection  =  60,460 
•Buy  America  Audit  =        24.655 

$3,047,545 

TOTAL  =      $5.000.000 

Earmarlc  Request  (SOX  of  Total)  -  $4,000,000 

Nay  12,   1993 


An  Equal  Opportunity/Affirmative  Action  Employer 


656 
Regional  Transportation  District 


I^DD 


1600  Blake  Street 

Denver.  Colorado  80202-1399 

303/628  9000 

RTD  IVHS  OPERATIONAL  TEST  PROGRAM 

Overview 

RTD  has  been  selected  by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Transportation  (USDOT)  for  an 
operational  test  project  in  the  national  Intelligent  Vehicle  Highway  System 
(IVHS)  program.  RTD  is  in  partnership  with  the  Colorado  Department  of 
Transportation  (CDOT)  and  Westinghouse  Electric  Corp.  to  initiate  an  operational 
test.  The  purpose  of  the  project  is  to  assess  the  influence  of  providing  actual 
travel  time  information  and  evaluate  whether  or  not  an  informed  traveling  public 
will  choose  transit  travel  over  the  automobile. 

The  operational  test  will  provide  real-time  bus  departure  information  at  the 
Denver  International  Airport  (DIA),  four  transfer  stations,  two  park-n-Rides,  and 
selected  Eco  Pass  subscriber  companies  using  data  generated  from  the  Automatic 
Vehicle  Locator  (AVL)  system  currently  being  installed  in  all  RTD  buses.  At  DIA, 
passengers  will  be  able  to  find  out  when  buses  are  leaving  for  the  various 
destinations  served  from  DIA  and  obtain  information  about  bus  system  operation 
and  about  the  various  destinations.  At  transfer  stations  and  park-n-Rides, 
schedule  information  will  be  provided  for  all  routes  serving  the  facilities. 

Selected  Eco  Pass  companies  will  be  provided  with  bus  traveler  assistance, 
including  timetables  for  all  routes  and  other  bus  traveler  information,  to  be 
shared  throughout  each  Eco  Pass  company.  Another  group  of  Eco  Pass  companies 
would  be  given  the  bus  traveler  assistance  plus  a  phone  link  to  the  RTD 
operations  center  for  actual  bus  schedule  information  and  alternative  travel 
route  options. 

Project  Status 

A  detailed  work  scope  and  project  budget  must  be  negotiated  with  the  Federal 
Highway  Administration  (FHWA)  and  the  Federal  Transit  Administration  (FTA).  It 
is  estimated  that  a  contract  will  be  signed  and  notice  to  proceed  given  in  late 
spring  of  1993.  The  project  will  last  approximately  two  years. 

Project  Benefits 

It  is  expected  that  the  demonstration  project  will  establish  IVHS  technology  as 
a  powerful  tool  to  increase  traveler  safety,  reduce  roadway  congestion,  improve 
traveler  mobility,  enhance  economic  productivity,  and  enhance  energy  efficiency 
and  environmental  quality.  If  the  demonstration  project  is  successful,  the 
project  could  be  expanded  throughout  the  2,306  square  mile  RTD  District. 

Nay  12,  1993 


An  Equal  Opportunity/Affirmative  Action  Employer 
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RESPONSE  TO  REPRESENTATIVE  FRANK  WOLF'S  QUESTIONS 

FOR  PUBLIC  WITNESSES  TESTIFYING  BEFORE  THE  HOUSE  TRANSPORTATION 

APPROPRIATIONS  SUBCONNIHEE 


Question:  What  organization  would  be  the  recipient  of  the  federal  funds 
requested? 

The  Denver  Regional  Transportation  District  (RTD)  would  be  the  recipient 
of  the  federal  funds. 

Question:  How  much  money  are  you  requesting  from  this  subcommittee  for  FY 
1994? 

RTD  is  requesting  $4.8  million  of  federal  funds  from  the  Subcommittee  for 
Fiscal  Year  1994. 

Question:  What  will  these  funds  be  used  for? 

RTD  will  use  these  funds  to  conduct  Preliminary  Engineering  for  the 
Southwest  Transit  Corridor. 

Question:  Are  you  requesting  any  funds  for  non-construction  purposes?  If 
yes,  what  would  these  funds  be  used  for? 

These  funds  will  indirectly  be  used  for  construction  purposes.  They  will 
be  used  to  conduct  Preliminary  Engineering  for  the  Southwest  Transit 
Corridor.  This  project  will  refine  the  design  of  the  locally  preferred 
transit  alternative  and  develop  more  precise  estimates  of  project  costs 
and  impacts  prior  to  actual  design. 

Question:  What  impact  does  this  project  have  on  our  national 
transportation  network,  or  any  other  federal  purpose,  which  would  justify 
the  request  for  funds  from  this  subcommittee? 

The  Preliminary  Engineering  project  will  lead  to  the  implementation  of  a 
rapid  transit  project  in  the  Southwest  Corridor.  This  project  will 
address  regional  and  national  goals  relating  to: 

•  attainment  of  air  quality  standards 

•  promotion  of  energy  conservation 

•  improvement  of  mobility  and  reduction  of  traffic 
congestion. 


An  Equal  Opportunity/Affirmative  Action  Employer 
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6.  Question:  For  FY  1993,  what  is  the  total  amount  of  federal  funds  that 
this  organization  received,  and  what  activities  were  funded  by  these 
amounts? 

In  Fiscal  Year  1993,  RTD  will  receive  and  expend  federal  funds  for  the 
following  projects: 

•Transit  Operating  Assistance  $7,043,000 

•Purchase  77  New  Transit  Buses  11,957,000 

•Purchase  Bus  Radios  128,000 

•Purchase  Major  Spare  Bus  Components  36,400 

•Purchase  20  New  Intercity  Buses  4,130,000 

•Purchase  Computer  Equipment  185,000 

•Conduct  Americans  with  Disability  Act  Training  31.250 

$23.510.650 

In  Fiscal  Year  1993,  RTD  will  also  expend  federal  grant  funds  approved  in 
previous  years  for  the  following  projects: 

•North  1-25  Bus/High  Occupancy 

Vehicle  Lane  $18,317,000 

•Methanol  Bus  Demonstration  Program  6,800 

•Mall  Shuttle  Buses  2,693,000 

•Compressed  Natural  Gas  Bus 

Demonstration  Program  8,900 

•District  Wide  Communication  System 

Upgrade  6,400,000 

•Southwest  Transit  Corridor 

Alternatives  Analysis  946,700 

•Training  Programs  50.000 

$51.636.050 

7.  Question:  Has  the  project  received  federal  funds  in  prior  years?  In  what 
fiscal  years  were  those  funds  received  and  in  what  amounts? 

RTD  received  $1.4  million  in  April,  1992  from  the  Federal  Transit 
Administration  to  conduct  the  Alternatives  Analysis  phase  of  the  Southwest 
Transit  Corridor  project. 

8.  Question:  Will  you  be  seeking  additional  funds  from  this  subcommittee  for 
this  project  in  the  future? 

RTD  will  probably  seek  additional  funds  from  the  House  Transportation 
Appropriations  Subcommittee  in  the  future  for  construction  of  the 
Southwest  Transit  Corridor  project.  The  decision  whether  to  seek  funds 
from  the  Subcommittee  will  be  based  on  the  results  of  the  Alternatives 
Analysis  and  Preliminary  Engineering  phases  of  this  project. 
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10. 


11. 


Question:  What  is  the  total  expected  cost  of  the  project?  What 
percentage  of  the  total  cost  of  this  project  would  be  funded  by  the 
federal  government? 

The  total  expected  cost  of  the  Southwest  Transit  Corridor  project  will  be 
identified  in  the  Preliminary  Engineering  phase  of  the  project.  The 
percentage  of  total  project  cost  to  be  funded  by  the  federal  government 
has  not  been  determined. 


Question: 
project? 


How  much  state,  local,  or  private  funds  will  be  used  for  this 


RTD  will  use  $1.2  million  of  local  funds  to  conduct  the  Southwest  Transit 
Corridor  Preliminary  Engineering  project.  In  addition,  RTD  is  spending 
$360,000  of  local  funds  for  the  Alternatives  Analysis  phase  of  this 
project.  RTD  has  also  purchased  11  miles  of  right-of-way  for  the 
Southwest  Transit  Corridor  project,  using  $7.5  million  of  local  funds. 
RTD's  Metro  Area  Connection  light  rail  project,  which  will  connect  the 
Southwest  Transit  Corridor  project  to  the  Denver  Central  Business 
District,  is  being  developed  with  $105  million  of  RTD  local  funds.  The 
amount  of  further  expenditure  of  RTD  local  funds  will  be  based  on  the 
transit  technology  selected  for  implementation  in  the  Southwest  Transit 
Corridor. 

Question:  Are  you  seeking  funds  this  year  from  any  other  federal  source, 
or  any  other  appropriations  subconmittee  for  this  project,  or  for  any 
other  project? 

RTD  is  not  seeking  funding  from  any  other  federal  source  or  through  any 
other  appropriations  subcommittee  for  this  project.  As  for  other 
activities,  RTD  is  seeking  the  following: 

In  Fiscal  Year  1993,  RTD  is  seeking  the  following  federal  funds: 

For  Fiscal  Year  1993 


•Intelligent  Vehicle  Highway  System 

Demonstration  Project 
•Automatic  Vehicle  Locator  System 

Demonstration  Project 
•Particulate  Trap  Retrofit  Program 
•Hal lack  Junction  Park-n-Ride  Expansion 
•U.S.  36  Bus/High  Occupancy  Vehicle  Lane 
•ECO  Pass  Research  Project 


For  Fiscal  Year  1994 

•Transit  Operations  Assistance 

•Training  Program 

•Formula  Grant  Funds  for  Farebox  Replacement, 

Transit  Station  Improvements  and  Twin  Forks 

Park-n-Rlde  Relocation 


$1,000,000 

630,000 
2,669,000 
1,125,000 
3,500,000 

300.000 

$  9.224.000 


$7,070,000 
50,000 


7.259.000 
$14.377.000 


660 


12.  Question:  If  the  project  for  which  you  are  seeking  federal  funds  from 
this  subconnittee  is  a  highway  project,  where  does  it  rank  on  the  state's 
priority  list? 

As  the  Southwest  Transit  Corridor  is  not  a  highway  project,  it  is  not 
ranked  on  the  state's  highway  priority  list. 

13.  Question:  If  the  project  is  a  transit  project,  does  the  general  public  in 
your  area  support  the  project? 

The  Southwest  Transit  Corridor  project  is  supported  by  the  general  public, 
municipal  and  county  governments,  the  Colorado  Department  of 
Transportation  and  the  Denver  Regional  Council  of  Governments,  the 
Metropolitan  Planning  Organization  for  the  Denver  region. 

14.  Question:  Has  there  been  any  public  financing  mechanisms  initiated  at  the 
state  and/or  local  level  to  help  fund  this  project  (highway  or  transit), 
such  as  a  dedicated  gas  tax  increase  or  a  bond  referendum?  If  so,  please 
provide  the  specifics,  and,  in  the  case  of  any  proposed  bonding  authority, 
please  indicate  the  results  of  placing  this  project  before  the  public. 

No  new  public  financing  mechanisms  have  been  used  for  the  Southwest 
Transit  Corridor  project.  No  new  taxes  or  tax  increases  have  been 
imposed.  No  bonds  have  been  issued.  RTD  is  utilizing  the  use  tax  part  of 
its  0.6  percent  sales  and  use  tax  to  finance  rapid  transit  project 
development. 

Nay  12,  1993 
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Monday,  March  29,  1993. 
UTAH  TRANSIT  AUTHORITY  (UTA) 
WITNESSES 

HON.  KAREN  SHEPHERD,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 

STATE  OF  UTAH 
MAYOR  DEEDEE  CORRADINI.  OF  SALT  LAKE  CITY,  UTAH 
JOHN  C.  PINGREE,  GENERAL  MANAGER,  UTA 

Mr.  Carr.  Our  next  witness  is  Karen  Shepherd,  our  colleague 
from  Salt  Lake  City,  Utah,  together  with  the  Mayor  of  Salt  Lake 
City,  Utah,  DeeDee  Corradini. 

Nice  to  see  you,  Karen.  I  will  turn  it  over  to  you  for  introduc- 
tions. Your  statements  will  be  included  in  full  in  the  record.  I  ask 
that  you  summarize. 

Ms.  Shepherd.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman.  It  is  a 
pleasure  to  have  the  opportunity  to  testify  here  today  because  we 
have  several  important  requests  to  make  of  this  committee. 

First,  of  course,  I  would  like  to  introduce  DeeDee  Corradini,  who 
is  the  Mayor  of  Salt  Lake  City,  and  John  Pingree,  who  is  the  Gen- 
eral Manager  of  the  Utah  Transit  Authority. 

We  are  here  today  to  support  two  important  projects  that  the  au- 
thority is  proposing  for  inclusion  in  the  fiscal  year  1994  transporta- 
tion appropriations  bill.  The  first  request  is  for  $6  million  for  the 
final  design  of  a  light  rail  project  to  be  constructed  in  the  Union 
Pacific  right-of-way.  That  right-of-way  has  already  been  purchased. 

The  second  is  a  request  for  $6.84  million  for  three  bus  category 
projects.  This  is  comprised  of  $4.24  million  for  the  construction  of  a 
maintenance  facility  for  specialized  buses  which  serve  disabled  in- 
dividuals in  our  community;  $1.6  million  for  two  park-and-ride  fa- 
cilities; and  $1  million  for  the  construction  of  a  transit  center  in 
the  western  part  of  Salt  Lake  County. 

These  bus  and  rail  projects  will  balance  our  system  and  it  is  a 
balance  the  system  badly  needs,  because  the  rail  will  allow  us  to 
serve  the  1-15  corridor  more  efficiently  than  buses  now  can,  and 
certainly  with  a  lot  less  pollution,  and  the  buses,  meanwhile,  will 
be  freed  up  to  serve  areas  that  are  desperately  in  need  of  bus  serv- 
ice right  now. 

So  with  your  permission,  Mr.  Chairman,  Mayor  Corradini  will 
speak  to  you  in  support  of  the  request  for  the  final  design  of  the 
light  rail  project. 

Mr.  Carr.  Mayor,  welcome. 

Ms.  Corradini.  Thank  you.  Good  to  be  here. 

Thank  you.  Representative  Shepherd,  and  you,  Mr.  Chairman, 
for  opportunity  to  speak  in  support  of  the  Utah  transportation's  re- 
quest for  $6  million  for  final  design  of  a  light  rail  line. 

I  also  support  the  authority's  request  for  the  $6.84  million  for  the 
bus  maintenance  facility,  the  two  park-and-ride  lots,  and  the  tran- 
sit center. 

The  light  rail  project  will  be  located  in  the  Union  Pacific  right-of- 
way  purchased  last  month  by  the  authority.  It  will  connect  down- 
town Salt  Lake  City  with  commercial  centers  and  residential  areas 
to  the  south. 
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The  15-mile  project  will  be  constructed  at  grade  at  a  total  cost  of 
$180  million,  or  just  $12  million  per  mile.  A  map  showing  the  loca- 
tion of  the  rail  line  w£is  included  in  the  materials  given  to  the  sub- 
committee last  week. 

Let  me  give  you  a  brief  history  of  the  project. 

First,  I  want  to  thank  this  subcommittee  for  its  generous  support 
of  this  project  over  a  long  period  of  time.  Funds  totaling  $21.31  mil- 
lion have  been  appropriated  over  the  past  six  fiscal  years.  Of  this 
amount,  $19.1  million  have  been  obligated  by  the  Federal  Transit 
Administration  and  virtually  all  of  this  money  has  been  used  by 
the  authority. 

The  unobligated  balance  of  $2.1  million  will  be  used  for  final 
design.  We  are  not  bank-rolling  Federal  money,  but  instead  putting 
it  to  good  use. 

The  1991  ISTEA  legislation  authorized  $131  million  for  this 
project.  Last  year,  the  transit  authority  developed  a  $300  million 
package  of  rail  and  bus  improvements.  This  package  would  have 
required  a  doubling  of  the  existing  quarter  cent  sales  tax  needed  to 
generate  local  revenue  for  construction  and  operations. 

Last  November,  as  you  know,  the  voters  in  Salt  Lake  County  de- 
feated the  tax  proposition.  My  analysis  is  that  most  negative  voters 
were  against  a  tax  increase  rather  than  against  transit  improve- 
ments. This  judgment  is  supported  by  an  opinion  poll  taken  in  De- 
cember of  last  year.  The  poll  reported  64  percent  in  favor  of  a  first 
phase  light  rail  project  if  it  could  be  built  and  operated  without 
raising  local  taxes,  25  percent  against,  and  you  will  probably  be 
hearing  from  some  of  the  very  vocal  opponents,  an  11  percent  with 
no  opinion  or  an  equivocal  answer. 

The  board  of  the  transit  authority  agrees  with  this  analysis  and 
shares  my  belief  that  it  is  essential  that  we  move  forward  with 
transit  improvements. 

Last  month,  the  authority  purchased  the  right-of-way  from  the 
Union  Pacific  Railroad  for  $18.5  million.  The  board  also  asked  the 
authority's  staff  to  develop  a  first  phase  light  rail  project  which 
could  be  built  and  operated  within  the  revenue  generated  from  the 
existing  quarter  cent  sales  tax  and  to  defer  the  bus  improvements. 

A  first  phase  light  rail  project  with  a  total  construction  cost  of 
$180  million  has  been  developed.  The  proposed  Federal  share  is  80 
percent,  including  both  Section  3  and  9  funds. 

The  authority's  request  to  the  subcommittee  today  is  for  $6  mil- 
lion for  the  final  design  of  $180  million  light  rail  project. 

I  would  like  now  to  quickly  highlight  the  merits  of  the  project. 
First,  construction  costs  are  12  million  per  mile.  This  cost  is  low 
compared  with  many  other  light  rail  projects  because  ours  is  a  no- 
frills,  at-grade  project  located  in  an  existing  rail  right-of-way,  and 
it  is  the  sh6rtest  possible  segment  connecting  downtown  Salt  Lake 
with  land  for  a  maintenance  yard. 

Second,  operating  costs  will  be  low.  The  authority's  operating 
costs  are  among  the  lowest  in  the  nation. 

Third,  the  project  is  cost  effective  because  ridership  will  be  sub- 
stantial compared  to  costs. 

Fourth,  a  reduction  in  air  pollution  will  be  made  in  the  Salt 
Lake  Valley. 
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As  you  know,  Mr,  Chairman,  Salt  Lake  City  sits  in  a  valley  sur- 
rounded by  mountains.  This  causes  inversion  layers  to  form  in  the 
valley,  trapping  dangerous  pollutants  for  weeks  at  a  time.  Salt 
Lake  has  been  classified  by  the  EPA  as  a  non-attainment  area  for 
exceeding  standards  of  carbon  monoxide,  ozone  and  PM-10.  Con- 
struction of  a  light  rail  system  and  improvements  to  our  bus 
system  will  help  reduce  this  very  serious  air  pollution  problem. 

Fifth,  a  substantial  number  of  job  opportunities  will  be  created 
during  the  peak  years  of  construction  from  about  1995  through 
1999. 

The  light  rail  project  has  great  merit  and  I  support  inclusion  of 
$6  million  for  final  design  in  the  fiscal  year  1994  bill.  I  also  support 
inclusion  of  $6.84  million  for  the  bus  maintenance  facility,  the  two 
park  and  ride  lots,  and  the  transit  center. 

The  political  leadership  and  opinion  leaders  in  our  community 
support  the  light  rail  project  and  the  three  improvements  to  our 
transit  system.  The  metropolitan  planning  organization  endorsed 
these  projects  by  an  11  to  1  vote.  The  rail  project  has  been  en- 
dorsed by  the  Salt  Lake  County  Commission  and  by  the  editorial 
boards  of  our  local  newspapers,  which  I  will  share  with  you  for  the 
record. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  now  ask  Congresswoman  Shepherd  to  de- 
scribe the  authority's  request  for  $6.84  million  for  the  bus  facilities. 

Thank  you. 

Ms.  Shepherd.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

In  some  ways  these  two  parts  I  am  going  to  talk  about  now  are 
the  most  important  parts  to  the  community  because  they  serve 
some  very,  very  urgent  and  immediate  needs  for  that  community. 

This  is  the  request  for  three  bus  category  projects.  The  first  is  a 
$4.24  million  request  for  the  construction  of  a  maintenance  facility 
for  specialized  vehicles  which  serve  the  disabled  members  of  our 
community. 

Currently,  we  have  38  specialized  vehicles  which  are  operated  by 
the  transit  authority.  During  the  next  two  years,  17  will  be  added, 
and  this  will  permit  the  number  of  daily  riders  to  increase  from 
600  today  to  1,000.  In  the  following  two  years,  20  additional  vehi- 
cles will  be  needed  to  bring  this  fleet  to  75  in  order  to  do  that. 

The  new  facility  for  75  specialized  buses  is  needed  because  the 
existing  facility,  which  will  continue  to  be  used  to  maintain  the 
growing  fleet  of  standard  buses,  simply  does  not  have  sufficient  ca- 
pacity to  maintain  the  expanding,  very  specialized  fleet. 

The  new  facility  will  actually  reduce  maintenance  costs  by  allevi- 
ating current  storage  problems  and  by  using — and  the  use  of  inap- 
propriate lifts  and  equipment  for  the  repair  of  small  vehicles  at  the 
current  facility,  which  was  designed  primarily  to  repair  large 
buses. 

This  project  will  help  the  transit  authority  improve  social  serv- 
ices to  the  disabled  members  of  our  community,  those  who  rely 
almost  exclusively  on  the  transit  authority  for  mobility. 

Planned  explanation  of  the  specialized  bus  fleet,  of  course,  is  a 
key  component  Salt  Lake's  plan  to  meet  the  mandates  of  the  Amer- 
icans With  Disabilities  Act.  This  project  is  ready  to  go.  We  have 
done  the  engineering,  the  design,  the  land  acquisition,  the  site 
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preparation.  It  will  all  be  done  this  year  with  funds  expected  from 
an  FTA  grant  from  the  supplemental  1993  appropriation. 

(Construction  can  actually  begin  in  September.  If  funds  can  be  in- 
cluded in  report  language  on  the  fiscal  year  1994  appropriations 
bill,  a  substantial  number  of  well-paid  job  opportunities  will  be  cre- 
ated in  Utah  to  help  stimulate  the  nation's  recovery. 

We  are  also,  of  course,  suffering  from  base  closing  in  Utah,  so 
this  will  be  very  helpful  to  us. 

The  second  project  are  two  park-and-ride  lots  that  will  be  located 
in  the  light  rail  corridor.  The  location  of  these  two  projects  is 
shown  on  the  maps  which  were  included  in  the  project  description 
given  to  the  subcommittee  staff  last  week. 

The  parking  lots  can  accommodate  660  cars.  The  Federal  cost  of 
this  project  is  $1.6  million.  In  the  short  run,  these  facilities  will 
provide  park-and-ride  service  to  and  from  the  central  business  dis- 
trict on  express  buses  operating  on  1-15.  This  will  help  build  a 
market  in  the  long  run  for  future  light  rail  services,  and  the  facili- 
ties will  eventually  provide  park-and-ride  service  via  light  rail  line. 

In  the  short  run,  these  park-and-ride  lots  will  allow  better  bus 
service  because  bus  capacity  is  full  on  1-15,  and  we  need  the  park- 
and-ride  lots  to  increase  bus  capacity.  The  demand  for  park-and- 
ride  service  in  Salt  Lake  valley  is  strong  and  there  is  need  for  more 
express  bus  service  on  the  1-15  corridor. 

The  project  will  be  ready  to  go  in  fiscal  year  1994,  creating  a  sub- 
stantial number  of  additional  well-paid  construction  job  opportuni- 
ties. 

The  third  project  is  a  transit  center  to  be  located  in  the  western 
part  of  Salt  Lake  County.  The  Federal  cost  would  be  $1  million. 
The  center  would  serve  a  transfer  point  between  local  bus  routes 
and  express  bus  routes  destined  to  the  central  business  districts 
and  to  other  activity  centers. 

This  project  has  great  merit.  It  will  increase  transit  ridership, 
stimulate  economic  development  near  the  center,  and  facilitate  a 
modest  reduction  in  air-polluting  emissions  from  trips  diverted  to 
automobiles. 

The  transit  center  will  be  ready  for  construction  this  fall,  and 
like  the  other  projects,  if  funds  can  be  included  in  the  report  lan- 
guage, employment  opportunities  will  be  created  this  year  to  make 
a  contribution  to  the  nation's  economic  recovery. 

More  detailed  information  and  explicit  justification  for  Federal 
support  for  both  the  light  rail  and  the  bus  projects  is  contained  in 
the  project  descriptions  given  to  the  subcommittee  staff  last  week. 

With  your  permission,  Mr.  Chairman,  my  written  testimony  and 
the  reports  containing  this  additional  detail  should  be  made  a  part 
of  the  record. 

Before  we  conclude  here,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  intro- 
duce John  Pingree,  the  General  Manager  of  the  Utah  Transit  Au- 
thority, to  adjust  a  brief  statement. 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Pingree. 

Mr.  Pingree.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman.  My  state- 
ment is  very  brief. 

I  realize  in  working  with  your  staff  that  funding  is  limited;  there 
is  approximately  $2  chasing  every  dollar  you  have  available. 
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But  we  believe  our  project  has  merit  for  the  following  reasons: 
One  is  it  is  very  low  cost,  at  $12  million  a  mile.  As  a  transit 
system,  we  have  worked  very,  very  hard  to  try  to  keep  our  costs 
down,  and  we  believe  we  operate  based  on  the  Section  15  data  that 
we  compare  to,  on  the  motorbus  only,  one  of  the  most  efficient,  ef- 
fective transit  systems  in  the  country. 

I  base  that  on  operating  expenses  per  passenger  mile,  where  we 
are  number  one,  at  21  cents  operating  expense  per  passenger  mile. 
If  I  look  at  per  passenger  trip,  we  are  number  three,  at  $1.32. 

In  the  category  of  service  efficiency,  the  operating  expense  is  at 
2.52,  that  is  number  two  in  the  Nation.  And  operating  expense  per 
vehicle  hour,  revenue  hour,  is  at  $45.60,  which  is  number  four. 

So  we  have  worked  very,  very  hard  to  keep  our  costs  down.  We 
believe  we  can  do  this  project  for  what  we  are  estimating,  at  $180 
million.  Also,  we  do  have  an  area  where  we — we  live  in  an  area 
where  we  do  have  air  pollution. 

The  people  from  Denver  were  talking  to  you  about  their  prob- 
lems. We  have  the  same  problem.  We  live  in  a  valley  surrounded 
by  mountains,  and  in  the  winter  we  have  a  significant  air  quality 
problem. 

We  have  started  to  address  that  by  having  compressed  natural 
gas  buses  that  we  have  ordered.  We  have  five  in  service  right  now 
and  we  have  10  more  we  have  received  CMAC  funds  for.  We  have 
tried  to  work  with  UDOT  and  the  Metropolitan  Planning  Organiza- 
tion to  address  this  problem. 

[The  prepared  statements  of  Mayor  Corradini,  Hon.  Karen  Shep- 
herd, and  Mr.  Pingree  follow:] 
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Testimony  by  Deedee  Corradini,  Mayor  of  Salt  Lake  City  before  the  House 
Transportation  Appropriations  SiJbconimittee  on  March  29,  1993. 


Thank  you  Representative  Shepherd,  and  you  Mr.  Chairman,  for  the 
opportunity  to  speak  in  support  of  the  Utah  Transit  Authority's  request 
for  $6  million  dollars  for  final  design  of  a  light  rail  line.  I  also 
support  the  Authority's  request  for  $6.84  million  dollars  for  the  bus 
maintenance  facility,  the  two  park-and-ride  lots,  and  the  transit 
center. 

The  light  rail  project  will  be  located  in  the  Union  Pacific  right-of-way 
purchased  last  month  by  the  Authority.  It  will  connect  downtown  Salt 
Lake  City  with  conriercial  centers  and  residential  areas  to  the  south. 
The  15  mile  project  will  be  constructed  at-grade  at  a  total  cost  of  $180 
million  dollars,  or  just  $12  million  dollars  per  mile.  A  map  showing  the 
location  of  the  rail  line  was  included  in  the  materials  given  to  the 
Subcommittee  staff  last  week. 

Let  me  give  you  a  brief  history  of  the  project. 

First,  I  want  to  thank  this  Subcatmittee  for  its  generous  support  of 
this  project  over  a  long  period  of  time.  Funds  totaling  $21.31  million 
dollars  have  been  appropriated  over  the  past  six  fiscal  years.  Of  this 
amount,  $19.1  million  dollars  has  been  obligated  by  the  Federal  Transit 
Administration  and  virtually  all  of  this  money  has  been  used  by  the 
Authority.  The  unobligated  balance  of  $2.1  million  will  be  used  for 
final  design.  We  are  not  bankrolling  federal  money  but  instead  putting 
it  to  good  use. 

The  1991  ISTEA  legislation  authorized  $131  million  for  this  project. 

Last  year,  the  Transit  Authority  developed  a  $300  million  package  of 
rail  and  bus  inprovements .  This  package  would  have  required  a  doubling 
of  the  existing  k   cent  sales  tax  needed  to  generate  local  revenue  for 
construction  and  operations.  Last  Novanber,  the  voters  in  Salt  Lake 
County  defeated  the  tax  proposition. 

My  analysis  is  that  most  negative  voters  were  against  a  tax  increase 
rather  than  against  transit  improvements.  This  judgement  is  supported  by 
an  opinion  poll  taken  in  December  of  last  year.  The  poll  reported  64 
percent  in  favor  of  a  first  phase  light  rail  project  if  it  could  be 
built  and  operated  without  raising  local  taxes,  25  percent  against,  and 
11  percent  with  no  opinion  or  an  equivocal  answer.  The  Board  of  the 
Transit  Authority  agrees  with  this  analysis  and  shares  my  belief  that  it 
is  essential  that  we  move  forward  with  transit  iitprovements . 
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Last  month,  the  Authority  purchased  the  right-of-way  from  the  Union 
Pacific  Railroad  for  $18.5  million  dollars.  The  Board  also  asked  the 
Authority's  staff  to  develop  a  first  phase  light  rail  project  which 
could  be  built  and  operated  within  the  revenue  generated  from  the 
existing  k   cent  sales  tax  and  to  defer  the  bus  improvements.  A  first 
phase  light  rail  project  with  a  total  construction  cost  of  $180  million 
dollars  has  been  developed.  The  proposed  federal  share  is  80  percent, 
including  both  Section  3  and  9  funds. 

The  Authority's  request  to  the  Subcommittee  today  is  for  $6  million 
dollars  for  the  final  design  of  a  $180  million  dollar  light  rail 
pro j  ect . 

I  would  like  now  to  quickly  highlight  the  merits  of  the  project. 

First,  construction  costs  are  $12  million  dollars  per  mile.  This  cost  is 
low  conpared  with  many  other  light  rail  projects  because  ours  is  a 
no-frills,  at-grade  project  located  in  an  existing  rail  right-of-way, 
and  it  is  the  shortest  possible  segment  connecting  downtown  Salt  Lake 
with  Icind  for  a  maintenance  yard. 

Second,  operating  costs  will  be  low.  The  Authority's  operating  costs  are 
among  the  lowest  in  the  nation. 

Third,  the  project  is  cost/effective  because  ridership  will  be 
substantial  compared  to  costs. 

Fourth,  a  reduction  in  the  very  dangerous  air  pollution  will  be  made  in 
the  Salt  Lake  Valley.  As  you  know,  Mr.  Chairman,  Salt  Lake  City  sits  in 
a  valley  surrounded  by  mountains.  This  causes  inversion  layers  to  form 
in  the  Valley,  trapping  dangerous  pollutants  for  weeks  at  a  time.  Salt 
Lake  has  been  classified  by  the  EPA  as  a  non-attainment  area  for 
exceeding  standards  for  carbon  monoxide,  ozone  and  FM  10.  Construction 
of  a  light  rail  system  and  improvotients  to  our  bus  system  will  help 
reduce  this  very  serious  air  pollution  problem. 

Fifth,  a  substantial  number  of  job  opportunities  will  be  created  during 
the  peak  years  of  construction  frcxn  about  1995  through  1999. 

The  light  rail  project  has  great  merit  and  I  support  inclusion  of  $6 
million  for  final  design  in  the  FY  1994  Bill.  I  also  support  inclusion 
of  $6.84  million  for  the  bus  maintenance  facility,  the  two  park-and-ride 
lots,  and  the  transit  center. 

The  political  leadership  and  opinion  leaders  in  our  ccxtmunity  support 
the  light  rail  project  and  the  three  improvements  to  our  transit  system. 
The  Metropolitan  Planning  Organization  endorsed  these  projects  by  an  11 
to  1  vote.  The  rail  project  has  been  endorsed  by  the  Salt  Lake  County 
Catmission,  and  by  the  editorial  boards  of  our  local  newpapers. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  now  ask  Congresswonan  Shepherd  to  describe  the 
Authority's  request  for  $  6.84  million  dollars  for  bus  facilities. 
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I  strongly  support  the  Utah  Transit  Authority's  request  for  $6.84 
million  dollars  for  three  bus  category  projects.  The  requested  federal 
grant  ratio  is  80  percent. 

The  first  is  $4.24  million  dollars  for  the  construction  of  a  maintenance 
facility  for  specialized  vehicles  which  serve  disabled  manbers  of  our 
cannunity. 

Currently  38  specialized  vehicles  are  operated  by  the  Transit  Authority. 
During  the  next  two  years  17  more  will  be  added.  This  will  permit  the 
number  of  daily  riders  to  increase  frcxn  600  today  to  1,000.  In  the 
following  two  years  20  additional  vehicles  will  be  needed  bringing  the 
total  fleet  to  75. 

A  new  facility  for  75  specialized  buses  is  needed  because  the  existing 
facility,  which  is  used  to  maintain  a  growing  fleet  of  standard  buses, 
does  not  have  sufficient  capacity  to  maintain  the  expanding  specialized 
fleet . 

A  new  facility  will  actually  reduce  maintenance  costs  by  alleviating 
storage  problems  and  the  use  of  inappropriate  lifts  and  equipment  for 
the  repair  of  small  vehicles  at  the  current  facility,  which  was  designed 
to  repair  large  buses. 

This  project  will  help  the  Transit  Authority  inprove  social  service  to 
the  disabled  members  of  our  conmunity,  who  rely  on  transit  for  mobility. 
Planned  expansion  of  the  specialized  bus  fleet  is  a  key  ccatiponent  in 
Salt  Lake's  plan  to  meet  the  mandates  of  the  Americans  With  Disabilities 
Act. 

The  project  is  ready  to  go.  Engineering,  design,  land  acquisition  and 
site  preparation  will  be  accomplished  this  year  with  funds  expected  from 
a  FTA  grant  frcxn  the  supplemental  1993  appropriation.  Construction  can 
begin  in  September.  If  funds  can  be  included  in  report  language  on  the 
FY  1994  Appropriation  Bill,  a  substantial  number  of  well-paid  job 
opportunities  can  be  created  quickly  this  fall  to  help  stimulate  the 
nation's  economic  recovery. 

The  second  project  is  two  park-and-ride  lots  located  along  the  light 
rail  corridor.  The  location  of  the  projects  is  shown  on  the  maps  which 
were  included  in  the  project  description  given  to  the  Subconmittee  staff 
last  week.  The  parking  lots  can  accommodate  660  cars.  The  federal  cost 
of  this  project  is  $1.6  million  dollars. 

In  the  short  run,  these  facilities  will  provide  peurk-and-ride  service  to 
and  from  the  central  business  district  on  express  buses  operating  on 
Interstate  15.  This  will  help  build  a  market  for  future  light  rail 
service.  In  the  longer  run,  the  facilities  will  provide  park-and-ride 
service  via  the  light  rail  line. 
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•nie  demand  for  park-and-ride  service  in  the  Salt  Lake  Valley  is  strong 
and  there  is  a  need  for  more  express  bus  service  in  the  1-15  corridor. 

The  project  will  be  ready  to  go  early  in  FT  1994,  creating  a  substantial 
number  of  additional  well-paid  construction  job  opportunities. 

The   third  project  is  a  transit  center  to  be  located  in  the  western  part 
of  Salt  Lake  County.  The  federal  cost  would  be  $1  million  dollars.  The 
center  would  serve  as  a  transfer  point  between  local  bus  routes  and 
express  bus  routes  destined  to  the  central  business  district  and  to 
other  activity  centers. 

This  project  has  great  merit.  It  will  increase  transit  ridership, 
stimulate  economic  development  near  the  center,  and  facilitate  a  modest 
reduction  in  air  polluting  emissions  frcxn  trips  diverted  from 
automobiles. 

The  transit  center  will  be  ready  for  construction  this  fall.  Like  the 
other  two  projects,  if  funds  can  be  included  in  the  report  language, 
enployment  opportunities  will  be  created  this  year  to  make  a 
contribution  to  the  nation's  economic  recovery. 

More  detailed  information  and  explicit  justification  for  federal  support 
for  both  the  light  rail  and  these  bus  projects  is  contained  in  project 
descriptions  given  to  the  Subconmittee  staff  last  week.  With  your 
permission,  Mr.  Chairman,  my  written  testimony  and  the  reports 
containing  additional  detail  on  these  projects  should  be  made  part  of 
the  record. 

Before  concluding  our  testimony,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  John 
Pingree,  the  General  Manager  of  the  Utah  Transit  Authority,  to  add  a 
brief  statement. 
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Testimony  by  John  Pinqree,  General  Manager  of  the  Utah  Transit 
Authority,  before  the  House  Transportation  Appropriations  Subcommittee, 
March  29,  1993 

Thank  you  Congresswoman  Shepherd,  and  you  Mr.  Chairman,  for  this 
opportunity  to  add  my  testimony. 

I  know,  Mr.  Oiairman,  that  the  requests  to  the  Svibconmittee  for  the 
fxmding  of  new  starts  far  exceeds  the  available  funds,  and  that  one  of 
the  factors  the  Svibconnittee  will  use  to  evaluate  proposals  is  the 
amount  local  conmunities  are  proposing  to  overmatch  above  the  20  percent 
minimum.  Ovur  proposed  local  contribution  of  20  percent  for  the  light 
rail  project  may  not  ccjitipare  well  against  seme  of  the  competing 
proposals  with  respect  to  the  overmatch  factor. 

If  the  proposition  to  increase  the  local  sales  tax  had  passed  last 
November,  we  were  prepared  to  propose  a  50-50  split  of  construction 
costs.  It  is  my  hope  that  the  proposition  will  be  put  again  to  the 
voters.  If  the  proposition  passes,  it  is  our  intention  to  substantially 
overmatch  future  requests  for  buses  and  for  any  improvanents  or 
extensions  to  the  present  project. 

I  hope  the  Subconmittee  will  take  this  premise  into  account  and 
recognize  the  very  substantial  merits  of  the  project  described  to  you  by 
Mayor  Corradini  when  marking  up  the  Appropriations  Bill. 

I  would  be  happy  to  answer  any  questions  you  may  have. 
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3/25/93 

DESCRIPTION  OF  THE  SALT  LAKE  CITY 

LIGHT  RAIL  PROJECT 

AND  THE  NEED  FOR  FEDERAL  FUNDS  FOR 

FINAL  DESIGN 

Project  Description 

The  Utah  Transit  Authority  (UTA)  is  proposing  to  build  a  IS-rmle,  at-grade  light  rail  line 
connecting  downtown  Salt  lake  with  suburbs  to  the  south.  The  rail  line  will  be  located  in  a 
right-of-way  recently  purchased  by  the  Authority.  The  location  of  the  project  is  shown  on  the 
attached  map.  The  total  capital  cost  of  the  project  is  estimated  to  be  $180  million  in  1992 
dollars. 

Request  for  FY  '94 

The  federal  cost  for  final  design  is  $8  million.  About  $2  million  remains  available  from  the  FY 
'93  appropriation.  The  net  request,  therefore,  is  inclusion  of  $6  million  in  the  FY  '94 
transportation  appropriation  bill.  These  funds  would  be  used  for  final  design  of  a  light  rail 
project. 

History  of  Federal  Support 

In  November  1991,  the  Intermodal  Surface  Transportation  Act  (ISTEA)  authorized  $131  million 
in  federal  funds  for  the  project.  Negotiations  have  been  initiated  with  FTA  to  secure  a  full 
Junding  grata  agreement. 

The  total  appropriated  by  the  Congress  from  FY  1988  through  FY  1993  was  $21.31  million.  The 
total  obligated  by  FTA  is  $19.10  million  for  preliminary  engineering  and  right-of-way 
acquisition.  The  current  unobligated  balance  is  $2.21  million.  A  grant  application  to  FTA, 
including  $2.21  million  for  final  design,  has  been  prepared  which  will  bring  the  unobligated 
balance  to  zero. 

The  Section  3  cost  to  complete  the  project  is  $125.44  million.  The  calculation  of  the  cost  to 
complete  is  as  follows:  $131  million  authorized  by  ISTEA  minus  the  two  subsequent 
appropriations  of  $2.56  million  in  FY  1992  and  $3  million  in  FY  1993. 

Local  Financing 

The  Utah  Transit  Authority  currently  has  a  dedicated  source  of  revenue  from  a  1/4  cent  sales 
tax  collected  in  Salt  Lake  County.  This  is  sufficient  to  construct  and  operate  the  project  with  an 
80  percent  federal  match  for  construction. 
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II  should  be  noted  that  the  current  project  is  a  scaled-back  version  of  an  earlier  project,  which 
would  have  required  additional  local  revenue  generated  from  a  1/4  cent  increase  in  the  sales  tax. 
A  proposition  on  the  ballot  last  November  to  increase  the  tax  was  defeated.  The  Board  of  the 
Transit  Authority  then  divided  the  original  project  into  two  phases.  Phase  I  is  the  light  rail 
project  for  which  final  design  fxinds  are  being  sought  from  the  Subcommittee.  Phase  2  is  a 
substantial  increase  in  the  present  level  of  bus  service.  Phase  2  will  be  deferred  until  additional 
sources  of  local  revenue  can  be  secured. 

Phase  1  can  be  constructed  within  the  $131  million  Section  3  authorization  in  ISTEA. 

Status  ofAe  Project 

1.  Preliminary  engineering  on  the  project  is  underway  and  will  be  completed  in  July  1993. 

2.  The  UTA  Board  of  Directors  has  authorized  proceeding  with  final  design  of  the  project. 

3.  The  project  has  been  reviewed  favorably  by  the  Metropolitan  Planning  Organization  and 
has  been  included  in  the  Transportation  Improvement  Program. 

4.  FTA  approval  of  a  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  and  the  issuance  of  a  Record 
of  Decision  is  expected  in  October  of  this  year. 

5.  A  full  funding  graru  agreement  is  expected  to  be  executed  by  FTA  and  the  UTA  in 
November. 

6.  By  December  of  this  year,  approval  of  the  grant  could  be  made  by  FTA,  consultants 
selected  and  work  begun  on  final  design.  The  project,  therefore,  will  be  ready  to  go  by 
the  end  of  this  calendar  year. 

Merits  of  the  Phase  1  Light  Rail  Project 

Construction  costs  are  low.  The  construction  cost  of  this  no-frills  project  is  low 
compared  to  many  other  light  rail  projects.  The  total  capital  cost  will  be  $180  million. 
The  cost  per  mile  is  $12  million.  This  cost  per  mile  compares  favorably  with  light  rail 
projects  in  Portland,  Sacramento,  San  Jose,  Pittsburgh  and  Los  Angeles.  Table  1  shows 
the  cost  comparisons. 

Operating  costs  are  low.  The  Authority's  current  operating  cost  is  among  the  two  or 
three  lowest  in  the  nation.  The  light  rail  project  will  be  operated  with  exceptional 
efficiency. 

Ridership  is  substantial.  Currently,  over  200,000  total  trips  per  day  are  being  made  in 
this  corridor  with  projections  over  250,000.  This  large  increase  in  traffic  will  continue 
to  strain  the  existing  transportation  system.  Significant  traffic  congestion  is  anticipated. 
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TTie  project  is  estimated  to  carry  17,500  daily  riders.  About  one-third  of  these  will  be 
diverted  from  parallel  bus  routes.  There  will  be  substantial  travel  time  savings  for 
diverted  bus  riders  and  new  rail  riders.  For  example,  a  22%  decrease  in  travel  time  is 
expected  for  the  rider  from  the  Sandy  area  to  downtown  Salt  Lake  City.  Transit  ridership 
estimates  were  prepared  by  the  top  professionals  in  the  country  (Parsons  Brinckerhoff 
Quade  <&  Douglas)  using  approved  FTA  procedures. 

The  project  is  cost/effective.  Ridership  and  travel  time  savings  are  reasonably  high 
compared  to  relatively  low  construction  costs.  This  makes  the  project  cost/effective.  The 
federal  cost/effectiveness  index  is  $6. 75. 

Air  quality  and  highway  congestion  will  be  improved.  The  Sail  Lake  Valley  experiences 
frequeru  temperature  inversions  and  severe  air  pollution.  The  area  is  classified  as  a  non- 
attainment  area  by  the  EPA  for  exceeding  the  carbon  monoxide,  ozone  and  PMio 
standards.  The  project  will  contribute  to  the  reduction  of  air  pollution  in  the  Valley,  and 
also  will  help  reduce  current  and  future  congestion  on  the  1-15  Interstate  Highway. 

High-wage  fob  opportunities  will  be  created.  Final  design  of  the  project  will  create  75 
high-skill,  high-wage  jobs  beginning  in  January  1994.  This  will  be  particularly  beneficial 
as  highly  skilled  engineers  and  other  defense  workers  are  laid  off  in  the  Salt  Lake  area. 
Construction  of  the  light  rail  project  in  the  longer  run  will  create  1,000  construction  jobs 
during  the  peak  construction  period,  1995  through  1998.  The  average  annual  wage  for 
these  jobs  is  estimated  to  be  $30,000. 

In  short,  the  Salt  Lake  project  is  cost  effective  and  has  merit.  Construction  and 
operating  costs  will  be  low,  ridership  will  be  substantial,  modest  improvement  will  be 
made  in  air  quality  arui  congestion  relief,  and  a  substantial  number  of  high  wage  job 
opportunities  will  be  created. 

SUMMARY  OF  SYSTEM  UNIT  COSTS 
FOR  LRT  PROJECTS* 

**Sab  Lake      Portland       Sacramento     San  Jose        Pittsbumh  Los  Aneeles       Averaee 

Total  Project  S12.0  SI8.6  $8.9  S2J.5  S40.1  S36.6  S2S.I 

Cost  Per  Route  Mile 

Percent  of  System  98%  65%  96%  99%  66%  81% 

At  Grade 

Salt  Lake  costs  expressed  in  J  992  dollars.   All  others  in  1990  dollars. 

Source: 

•   U.S.  Department  of  Transportation  Light  Rail  Transit  Capital  Cost  Study,  UMTA-MD-08-7001 ,  April  1991. 

••  Utah  Transit  Authority  estimates. 
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DESCRIPTION  OF  THE  PROPOSED  SALT  LAKE  CITY 
BUS  MAINTENANCE  FACILITY 

AND  THE  NEED  FOR  FEDERAL  FUNDS 

Project  Description 

The  Utah  Transit  Authority  (VTA)  proposes  to  build  a  mairuenance  facility  for  special,  low-floor 
transit  vehicles  used  to  provide  service  to  disabled  persons  in  the  Salt  Lake  area.  The  facility 
will  also  provide  work  space  for  the  dispatchers  of  these  vehicles  and  facilities  for  the  drivers. 
The  total  cost  of  the  facility  is  $7.8  million.    The  federal  share  is  $6.24  million. 

Federal  Funds  Requested 

An  application  for  $6.24  million  is  pending  before  the  Federal  Transit  Administration  (FTA). 
Two  sources  of  federal  financing  are  identified.  The  first  is  $2  million  from  supplemental  FY  '93 
economic  stimulus  fimds  for  preliminary  engineering,  land  acquisition,  design  and  site 
preparation,  because  this  part  of  the  project  can  be  quickly  put  under  coraract  by  April  30th. 
The  second  is  $4.24  million  from  the  regular  FY  '94  transportation  appropriation. 

Status  of  the  Project 

An  environmental  assessment  and  public  hearing  mil  be  completed  by  April  16th.  The  site  is 
located  in  an  industrial  area  with  no  apparent  land  use  conflicts. 

The  project  has  been  reviewed  by  the  Metropolitan  Planning  Organization  and  has  been  included 
in  the  appropriate  Transportation  Improvement  Program. 

An  application  for  the  project  is  pending  with  FTA.  The  facility  will  be  designed  and  built  on 
an  accelerated  schedule.  Preliminary  engineering,  design  and  site  preparation  can  begin  by  May 
30th  and  construction  can  begin  by  mid-September,  1993. 

Merits  of  the  Project 

Transit  service  to  the  disabled  will  be  improved.  Transit  service  provided  by  the  UTA 
is  important  for  citizens  disabled  by  physical  handicap  or  age.  Currently,  over  600  trips 
per  day  are  made  by  disabled  passengers  in  38  vehicles.  UTA 's  approved  ADA  plan 
calls  for  the  deployment  of  17  additional  vehicles  in  the  next  two  years  permitting  an 
increase  of  daily  passenger  trips  to  1000  persons.  During  the  following  two  years,  the 
fleet  probably  will  be  increased  by  an  additional  20  vehicles.  Construction  of  a  facility 
to  maintain  and  dispatch  75  vehicles  is  necessary  to  expand  this  needed  service. 
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The  maintenance  of  all  small  buses  will  be  improved.  The  existing  Central  Division 
maimenance  facility  services  both  standard  sized  buses  and  the  smaller  vehicles  used  for 
service  to  the  disabled.  The  existing  facility  does  not  have  the  capacity  to  service  the 
expanding  fleet  of  standard  vehicles  and  the  expanding  fleet  of  small  vehicles.  There  is 
inadequate  space  to  store  the  small  vehicles  and  they  canrwt  be  hooked  up  to  engine 
block  heaters  in  wimer  which  requires  the  engines  to  be  constantly  idled  during  cold 
nights.  There  is  inadequate  space  to  store  spare  pans.  The  lack  of  capacity  and  storage 
at  the  existing  facility  justify  the  construction  of  the  new  facility  for  a  fleet  of  small, 
specialized  vehicles. 

Work  space  for  dispatchers  will  be  improved.  Transit  service  for  the  disabled  requires 
the  separate  dispatch  of  vehicles.  Special  training  is  required  for  drivers  to  provide  good 
service  to  disabled  persons.  Current  space  for  the  dispatchers  and  for  training  is 
inadequate.    The  new  facility  will  provide  adequate  space  and  facilities. 

New  job  opportunities  will  be  created.  Construction  of  the  new  maimenance  facility  will 
create  a  total  of  45  new  job  opportunities,  including  30  short-term  engineering  and 
construction  jobs.  These  short-term  jobs  will  be  well  paid,  averaging  $30, 000  per  year. 
The  UTA  estimates  thai  45  additional,  permanent  job  opportunities  will  be  created, 
including  40  new  drivers  and  mechanics.  These  jobs  also  will  be  well  paid,  averaging 
$25,000  per  year. 

An  available  FY  '92  and  FY  '93  flexible  highway  funds  and  apportioned  transit  funds 
have  been  programmed.  Surface  Transportation  Program  (STP)  and  Congestion 
Managemera  and  Air  Quality  (CMAQ)  fimds  have  been  programmed  for  other  highway 
and  transit  projects.  All  of  the  FY  '93,  potential  FY  '93  supplemental  and  FY  '94  Section 
9  apportioned  fuTuis  have  been  programmed  to  other  needed  projects. 

Requirements  of  the  ADA  legislation  will  be  satisfied.  Construction  of  the  new  facility 
will  help  the  UTA  meet  the  mandated  requirements  of  the  federal  Americans  with 
Disabilities  Act. 

The  project  is  ready  to  go.  Work  can  begin  on  the  engineering,  design  and  site 
improvement  phase  of  the  project  by  May  30,  1993.  Construction  can  begin  in 
September. 
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DESCRIPTION  OF  THE  PROPOSED  SALT  LAKE  CITY 
PARK-AND-RIDE  FACILITIES 

AND  THE  NEED  FOR  FEDERAL  FUNDS 

Inject  Description 

The  Utah  Transit  Authority  (UTA)  is  proposing  to  acquire  land  and  construct  two  park-and-ride 
facilities  in  the  1-15  corridor.  The  lots  would  accommodate  over  660  cars.  Drivers  bound  to 
or  from  the  Salt  Lake  central  business  district  would  park  in  the  lots  and  transfer  to  express  bus 
service  operating  on  Interstate  15.  The  maps  on  pages  9,  10  and  11  show  the  proposed 
facilities.    The  total  cost  of  the  facilities  is  $  2.0  million.    The  federal  cost  is  $1.6  million. 

Federal  Funds 

The  UTA  is  requesting  the  inclusion  of$  I.  b  million  of  Section  3  bus  category  fimds  in  the  FY 
1994  transportation  report  for  two  park-and-ride  lots. 

Status  of  the  Project. 

The  project  has  been  reviewed  by  the  Metropolitan  Planning  Organization  and  is  incorporated 
in  the  1-15  corridor  project  in  the  Transportation  Improvement  Program. 

Engineering  and  design  of  the  facilities  is  under  way  and  will  be  completed  by  August  1993. 

Consultations  with  local  officials  and  the  community  have  been  extensive.  Environmental  impact 
requirements  will  be  completed  in  September  1993. 

An  application  for  $  I.  ^million  is  pending  before  the  Federal  Transit  Administration. 

The  project  will  be  ready  for  construction  in  October  of  this  year. 

Merits  of  the  Inject 

There  is  a  demand  for  more  express  bus  service.  The  UTA  now  operates  express  buses 
on  Interstate  15.  They  are  well  patronized,  currently  filling  the  buses  during  the  rush 
hours.  The  demand  for  additional  express  service  is  limited  by  the  availability  of  park- 
and-ride  spaces.  Construction  of  these  two  facilities  will  provide  660  additional  parking 
spaces. 

There  is  a  need  for  more  express  bus  service  in  the  corridor.  Congestion  on  Interstate 
15  is  severe  (level  of  service  is  rated  poor  by  the  Utah  Depanment  ofTransporiation). 
The  proposed  park  and  ride  will  reduce  the  rate  of  congestion  increase. 
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A  market  for  light  rail  services  can  be  built.  During  the  first  few  years  of  operation, 
the  ridership  on  express  buses  will  be  increased,  which  then  will  shifi  to  the  liglu  rail 
system,  when  it  becomes  operational  late  in  the  decade. 

Pressures  for  development  is  intense.  The  UTA  needs  to  acquire  land  for  the  project 
soon.  One  of  these  sites  is  in  private  ownership  and  there  is  pressure  to  develop  the 
property.  Without  the  power  of  eminent  domain,  to  avoid  losing  the  location  forever  to 
development,  the  property  needs  to  be  acquired  now. 

Air  Quality  will  be  improved  and  ener^  conserved.  The  Salt  Lake  Valley  experiences 
frequent  temperature  inversions  and  severe  air  pollution.  This  area  is  classified  as  a 
non-attainment  area  for  carbon  monoxide,  ozone  and  PMio  by  the  EPA.  Tlie  Project 
will  contribute  to  the  reduction  of  air  pollution.  Energy  will  be  conserved  by  diverting 
trips  from  automobiles. 

All  available  FY  '93  and  FY  '94  Section  9  formula  and  flexible  hiehwav  funds  have 
been  programmed.  All  of  the  additional  Section  9  funds  expected  from  the  FY  '93 
supplemental  economic  stimulus  package  and  from  the  FY  '94  apportionment  have  been 
programmed  for  bus  purchases.  A  reasonable  amouru  of  Surface  Transportation  Program 
and  Congestion  Maimgement  and  Air  Quality  Mitigation  funds  have  been  allocated  to 
transit  for  FY  '94. 

Well  paid  job  opportunities  will  be  created.  Thirty  (30)  short-term  construction  job 
opportunities  will  be  created  paying  an  average  annual  wage  of  $30,000.  Additional  well 
paid  permanent  job  opportunities  will  be  created  in  FY  '94  for  additional  drivers, 
maintenance  and  related  support  staff.  The  average  armual  wage  for  these  permanent 
employees  will  be  $25,000. 

Summary.  There  is  a  need  for  park-and-ride,  express  bus  service  in  the  Interstate  15 
corridor.  The  demarul  or  more  service  is  limited  primarily  by  the  lack  of  park-and-ride 
lots.  Increasing  the  use  of  express  buses  builds  a  market  for  the  future  introduction  of 
light  rail  service.  Well  paying  job  opportunities  will  be  created  early  in  FY  '94.  The 
project  has  merit.  $(.£>  million  should  be  included  in  the  FY  '94  transportation 
appropriation  reports. 
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DESCRIPTION  OF  THE  SALT  LAKE  CITY 
TRANSIT  CENTER  AT  WEST  VALLEY  CITY 

AND  THE  NEED  FOR  FEDERAL  FUNDS 

Project  Description 

The  Utah  Transit  Authority  (UTA)  is  proposing  to  build  a  transit  ceraer  in  the  rapidly  growing 
area  of  Salt  Lake  County  in  West  Valley  City.  The  center  will  provide  for  8  bus  bays  and  a 
park-and-ride  facility  for  225  cars,  a  covered  waiting  area  and  some  convenience  commercial 
activity.  The  multi-modal  ceruer  will  provide  a  transfer  point  for  local  and  express  bus  service, 
and  a  focal  point  for  tad  service.  The  location  has  good  access  to  the  arterial  street  system. 
The  total  cost  of  the  project  is  $1.25  million.    The  federal  share  is  $1,000,000. 

Request  for  Federal  Support 

The  UTA  is  requesting  inclusion  of  $1,000,000  in  the  reports  on  the  FY  '94  transportation 
appropriation  reports  for  the  construction  of  a  transit  center. 

Status  of  the  Project 

Engineering  cmd  environmental  work  is  underway  which  is  expected  to  be  completed  in  the 
summer  of  '93. 

The  project  has  been  reviewed  by  the  Metropolitan  Planning  Organization  and  is  included  in  the 
Transportation  Improvement  Program. 

An  application  for  $1,000,000  has  been  transmitted  to  FT  A. 

The  project  will  be  ready  for  construction  in  the  fall  of  1993. 

Merits  of  the  Project 

The  project  will  increase  transit  ridership.  The  transit  center  will  focus  local  bus  routes 
so  that  express  service  can  more  efficiently  be  provided,  reducing  travel  times  between 
destinations,  and  thus  increasing  ridership. 

Economic  activity  will  be  stimulated.  The  center  will  be  the  focus  of  park-and-ride , 
feeder  bus  routes  arui  taxi  service.  The  brief  waiting  times  for  transfers  will  afford 
patrons  an  opportunity  to  make  purchases  from  nearby  firms,  and  then  continue  their 
journey.  In  this  way  commercial  activity  will  be  stimulated,  producing  related 
employment  opportunities  and  increases  in  the  local  tax  base. 

This  project  will  be  prototype  for  Salt  Lake  County.    The  concept  of  transit  hubs  lias 
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worked  well  in  several  other  areas  in  the  nation  and  it  shows  great  promise  for  the  Salt 
Lake  Valley.  A  plan  to  construct  a  series  of  these  centers  is  being  prepared  for  locations 
throughout  the  UTA  service  area.  The  West  Valley  City  project  will  serve  as  a 
demonstration  of  the  concept's  benefits  before  other  centers  are  replicated. 

The  efficiency  of  UTA  operations  will  be  improved.  Currently,  most  UTA  west  side 
routes  pass  through  this  common  point  as  they  travel  to  the  Salt  Lake  City  central 
business  district.  The  site  is  adjacent  to  a  major  north-south  expressway.  By  hubbing 
west  side  routes  into  this  ceruer  and  operating  freeway  express  shuttle  service  to  the  Salt 
Lake  Gty  cerural  business  district,  significam  operational  efficiencies  can  be  obtained 
while  at  the  same  time  reducing  travel  times  to  the  central  business  district  cmd  improving 
connecting  trips  to  other  parts  of  the  county. 

Air  quality  will  be  improved  and  enerev  conserved.  The  Salt  Lake  Valley  experiences 
frequeru  temperature  inversions  and  severe  air  pollution.  The  Project  will  contribute  to 
the  reduction  of  air  pollution.  Energy  will  be  conserved  by  diverting  some  trips  from 
automobiles. 

All  available  Section  9  apportionments  and  flexible  hiehwav  funds  have  been 
programmed.  All  of  the  additional  Section  9  funds  expected  from  the  FY  '93 
supplemental  economic  stimulus  package  have  been  programmed  to  purchase  needed 
buses.  A  reasoruible  amount  of  flexible  highway  funds  also  have  been  programmed  for 
transit  use. 

Summary.  The  proposed  transit  hub  has  great  merit.  The  project  will  increase  transit 
ridership,  economic  activity  will  be  stimulated,  operating  efficiencies  realized,  a  small 
comribution  to  energy  conservation  and  air  quality  will  be  made,  well  paying  job 
opporiunities  will  be  created,  and  the  project  can  demonstrate  the  utility  of  the  concept 
before  it  is  replicated  to  form  a  network  of  transit  ceruers  in  the  Salt  Lake  Valley. 
Inclusion  of  $1,000,000  is  warrarued  in  the  FY  '94  transportation  appropriations  report. 
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Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you. 

On  that  last  point,  you  are  famiUar  with  the  FTA's  3(j)  report? 
We  don't  have  one  for  this  year 

Mr.  PiNGREE.  I  understand. 

Mr.  Carr  [continuing].  Because  of  the  delay  in  filling  the  govern- 
ment. We  do  have  last  year's  3(j)  report,  which  said  that  in  the  es- 
timation of  FTA,  the  Salt  Lake  Region  is  a  moderate  nonattain- 
ment  area,  but  then  went  on  to  indicate  that  air  quality  analysis 
for  the  draft  EIS — and  I  don't  know  what  draft  EIS  they  are  refer- 
ring to,  maybe  you  can  help  me — found  that  the  alternatives — and 
I  take  it  this  applies  to  the  light  rail  here — would  reduce  regional 
emissions  by  no  more  than  1  percent,  and  would  have  negligible 
impact  at  local  receptors;  do  you  have  a  response  to  that? 

Mr.  PiNGREE.  Yes,  I  am  familiar  with  that  report.  We  are  talking 
about  a  segment  of  15  to  16  miles,  and  the  first  segment  of  light 
rail  is  not  going  to  significantly  change  the  overall  quality  of  air  in 
the  valley,  where  you  have  industry  and  thousands  of  miles  of 
roads  inputting  to  the  problem,  and  we  have  got  a  16-mile  segment 
that  is  going  to  have  an  impact  of  1  percent  on  overall  air  quality. 
We  think  that  is  quite  significant. 

But  compared  to  the  overall,  it  sounds  insignificant,  but  in  reali- 
ty, 16  miles  of  light  rail  can  have  an  impact.  And  we  believe  once 
the  first  segment  is  in,  and  proves  successful,  that  as  you  add  to 
that  system,  you  will  have  a  greater  impact  because  people  will  be 
using  essentially  a  nonpolluting  transportation  source. 

Mr.  Carr.  What  is  the  population  of  Salt  Lake  City? 

Ms.  CoRRADiNi.  The  Salt  Lake  Valley  is  three  quarters  of  a  mil- 
lion people,  but  Salt  Lake  City  proper,  this  north-south  rail  line  is 
so  important  because  Salt  Lake  City  proper  doubles  its  population 
during  the  day,  and  people  are  using  that  north-south  route  con- 
stantly. 

Mr.  Carr.  What  is  the  work  population  at  the  various  work  cen- 
ters? 

Ms.  CoRRADiNi.  Downtown,  it  is  between  350,000  and  400,000  per 
day,  I  mean  in  terms  of  daytime  population,  downtown  Salt  Lake 
City. 

Mr.  Carr.  What  is  the  work  population? 

Mr.  PiNGREE.  I  can't  give  you  that  information  directly.  I  know 
the  major — in  our  area,  the  problem  we  struggle  with  is  that  we 
are  long  and  narrow.  And  everybody  makes  an  east-west,  which  is 
the  short  part  of  the  trip,  and  the  long  part  of  the  trip  is  the  north- 
south.  And  what  the  light  rail  addresses,  and  our  bus  system, 
frankly,  right  now,  is  a  north-south  system,  is  to  carry  people  on 
the  long  part  of  that  trip  in  public  transit. 

By  putting  in  the  light  rail,  we,  in  essence,  become  the  freeway, 
the  high-speed  link  that  encourages  people  to  use  public  transit. 
That  is  one  of  the  incentives  that  we  believe  will  have  great  per- 
suasive ability  in  getting  people  to  use  public  transit,  is  it  will  be 
faster  than  the  freeway  or  their  personal  car  in  the  year  2010, 
which  is  the  year  we  are  projecting  it  to. 

Mr.  Carr.  What  are  the  main  work  centers  along  this  chart  that 
I  have  here? 

Mr.  PiNGREE.  Salt  Lake  City  is  the  main  work  center,  and  most 
of  the  people  live  in  the  south  part  of  the  valley  or  the  west  part. 
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so  they  must  come  to  Salt  Lake  City  for  work.  Other  suburbs,  you 
will  see  communities  of  Sandy,  Midvale,  Murray,  all  are  work  cen- 
ters. At  the  west  part  of  the  valley  we  have  industrial  parks  that 
are  work  centers. 

The  valley,  like  most  communities  in  this  country,  has  gone 
through  a  suburbanization,  and  jobs  are  located  all  the  over  the 
valley.  But  the  primary  work  centers  are  the  University  of  Utah, 
which  is  east  of  Salt  Lake  City,  within  the  boundaries  of  Salt  Lake 
City,  and  downtown  Salt  Lake  City. 

Mr.  Carr.  If  you  could  supply  the  work  population  of  Salt  Lake, 
that  would  be  helpful. 

It  seems  as  though  the  answer  to  your  referendum  was  to  elimi- 
nate the  overmatch.  That  seems  to  be  the  summation  of  what  I  am 
hearing  today;  is  that  fair? 

Mr.  PiNGREE.  That  is  the  problem.  We  have  reserves  that  allow 
to  us  make  a  20  percent  match  at  UTA,  but  the  original  plan 
would  have  been  a  much  more  expensive  system,  it  would  have 
been  a  $300  million.  We  have  now  cut  that  back  to  $180  million  so 
that  we  can  take  our  reserve  of  20  percent  and  match  to  the  $13  is 
million  that  is  in  the  authorization,  and  that  way  build  a  minimum 
segment. 

But  yes,  you  are  accurate  in  your  statement.  We  would  hope  in 
future  projects  that  we  would  be  able  to  go  back  to  the  voters  once 
they  see  the  value  of  public  transit  and  a  rail  system,  and  get  an 
additional  quarter  percent  that  could  be  used  to  do  overmatch. 

Mr.  Carr.  Well,  our  dilemma  here,  of  course,  we  have  been  en- 
couraging, and  with  great  success,  communities  to  overmatch,  and 
that  gets  points  with  this  committee,  and  that  is  endorsed  by  our 
new  Secretary  of  Transportation  and  the  authorizing  Chairman, 
Congressman  Norm  Mineta,  agrees  with  that.  We  are  fairly  unani- 
mous in  Congress  about  the  need  for  communities  to  think  about 
overmatch. 

Your  referendum  kind  of  tells  me  that  the  folks  in  the  Salt  Lake 
valley  just  don't  want  to  do  that.  It  is  always  easy,  and  I  don't 
quarrel  with  you  on  the  polls,  it  is  not  terribly  difficult  to  find 
someone  who  wants  to  get  a  service  but  if  somebody  else  pays  for 
it,  not  that  there  wouldn't  be  a  contribution,  obviously,  locally,  but 
it  is  very,  very  difficult  to  find  people  who — well,  I  might  take  that 
back. 

It  is  not  hard,  in  communities  throughout  America,  to  find 
people  who  are  willing  to  pay  more. 

Ms.  Corradini.  Could  I  elaborate  on  that,  Mr.  Chairman? 

I  have  been  meeting  with  the  other  mayors  in  the  valley  on  the 
whole  issue  of  transportation,  and  part  of  the  reason  that  the  refer- 
endum failed  is  because  some  of  the  people  on  the  west  side  of  the 
valley  who  do  not  feel  they  would  be  directly  impacted  by  light 
rail,  opposed  the  referendum  because  they  felt  they  were  not  going 
to  get  the  additional  bus  service  that  they  want,  regardless  of  what 
happened  on  light  rail.  So  we  have  been  working  together  with 
UTA,  with  all  the  mayors  throughout  the  Council  of  Governments 
in  Salt  Lake  County  to  try  and  see  if  we  can't  satisfy  those  commu- 
nities by  increasing  their  bus  service. 

I  had  several  of  the  mayors  who  opposed  it  recently  tell  me  if 
they  could  be  satisfied  over  the  next  year  that  we  will,  in  fact,  serv- 
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ice  them  better  with  bus  service,  they  will  come  on  board  in  the 
light  rail  system.  And  two  of  the  mayors  who  opposed  it  said  they 
are  not  opposed  to  light  rail  per  say,  they  just  want  to  make  sure 
they  are  going  to  get  additional  bus  service. 

So  I  do  feel  as  though,  if  we  can  get  this  next  design  money,  we 
have  an  ambitious  program  to  work  together  as  a  COG  this  next 
year  to  put  together  our  total  transportation  plan  to  everybody's 
satisfaction,  and  they  are  willing  to  jump  on  board,  if  they  are  sat- 
isfied on  the  light  rail  issue.  So  do  I  see  hope  for  the  future. 

I  guess  my  second  reaction  to  be  would  be,  having  spent  a  fair 
amount  of  time  in  Portland  and  having  gone  through  the  history  of 
how  that  was  built,  it  sounds  like  Salt  Lake  is  deja  vu,  because 
there  were  similar  arguments  against,  it  and  now  the  popularity  of 
that  system  is  95-plus.  I  think  we,  hopefully,  would  be  headed  down 
the  same  track  in  Salt  Lake  City. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  hope  you  would,  too.  We  just  don't  have  enough 
money  to  build  a  lot  of  stuff  on  the  basis  that  that  might  happen. 
There  are  some  areas  where  it  doesn't. 

I  don't  know  these  mayors  on  the  west  side  of  the  valley.  They 
haven't  communicated  with  me.  But  my  own  experience  in  these 
matters  tells  me  that  their  instincts  are  probably  right. 

In  my  own  home  State,  we  have  seen  bus  service  has  been  canni- 
balized to  feed  the  black  hole  of  a  light  rail  system.  So  there  are 
enough  examples  of  that  occurring  around  the  country  where 
mayors,  community  leaders  that  are  not  directly  affected  by  the 
fixed  guideway  get  a  little  nervous  that  their  buses,  that  are  their 
lifeline,  won't  be  taken  care  of  and  nurtured  the  way  it  ought  to 
be. 

So  I  would  think  that  taking  care  of  them  and  taking  care  of 
their  concerns  would  be  an  important  thing  not  only  for  them  but 
probably  for  this  committee,  too. 

You  mentioned  that  there  are  some  base  closings  going  on  up 
there.  What  is  the — what  are  the  bases?  I  don't  mean  to  increase 
your  agony  by  talking  about  it,  and  I  don't  have  a  brief  for  one 
base  or  the  other,  it  is  not  my  business,  my  business  is  to  try  and 
figure  out  where  the  market  for  transportation  service  is,  and 
where  is  it  going  to  be  in  the  future.  What  are  the  bases? 

Ms.  Shepherd.  Dewila  Army  Depot  is  being  closed,  as  far  as  we 
know,  and  it  is  a  remanufacturing  place  where  they  take  outdated, 
outmoded,  and  broken-down  equipment  and  remanufacture  the  en- 
gines and  put  them  together  again  and  make  them  run  again  at 
two-thirds  the  cost  of  the  original — of  buying  or  building  a  new 
one.  So  they  are  closing  that. 

It  will  ripple  out,  we  think,  to  10,000  jobs  in  the  community.  It  is 
2,300  jobs  that  will  be  lost  from  the  depot. 

Mr.  Carr.  Is  National  only  one? 

Ms.  Shepherd.  Yes. 

Mr.  Carr.  Compared  to  some  areas  of  the  country,  that  is  fortu- 
nate. 

Ms.  Shepherd.  Well 

Mr.  Carr.  What  is  the  overall  job  growth,  economic  growth  pic- 
ture in  Salt  Lake,  in  the  region? 

Mr.  Pingree.  It  is  very  positive.  We  have  been  growing  in  terms 
of  the  transit  system,  I  can  give  you  those  kind  of  numbers,  at 
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about  5  percent  in  our  ridership  and  our  revenue.  The  fair  box  is 
up,  also. 

I  might  just  talk  a  little  on  the  last  point  you  raised  on  over- 
match. I  don't  think  philosophically  we  are  against  that  concept, 
and  have  overmatched  on  bus  service  this  last  year.  Our  difficulty 
right  now  is  that  we  have  come  this  far  on  this  project,  and  had 
the  vote  passed.  We  were  willing  to  go  50-50  and  made  that  com- 
mitment. 

Now  we  don't  have  the  funds  for  that,  for  this  first  segment.  I 
think  there  is  good  evidence  nationally  that  once  the  first  segment 
gets  in,  you  get  very  good  support  locally. 

And  by  keeping  this  at  a  very  low  cost,  $12  million  a  mile,  which 
I  think,  I  am  not  sure  there  is  anybody  that  can  match  that  right 
now  in  terms  of  projects,  and  carr3dng  17,500  riders,  we  can  have 
maximum  impact  for  the  dollars  spent  once  that  is  in  and  operat- 
ing, we  believe  we  will  get  support  from  the  community  for  an  ad- 
ditional quarter  percent.  We  do  have  a  dedicated  tax  source  right 
now  of  one  quarter  of  1  percent.  That  is  what  operates  the  system. 

So  there  is  some  commitment  locally  on  the  part  of  the  people. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  understand  there  is  local  commitment.  I  must  tell 
you,  though,  that  the  idea  that  people  will  come  to  it  once  they  see 
what  it  is,  is  the  camel's  nose  under  the  tent  that  has  burned  this 
committee  in  the  past.  Take  a  look  at  Detroit  and  Jacksonville, 
Florida,  and  Miami,  some  aspects  of  Miami,  they  don't  all  prove  to 
be  winners  once  you  have  the  system  up  and  running. 

And  that  may  be  something  good  for  people  in  the  Salt  Lake 
area  to  talk  about.  Frankly,  it  isn't  very  helpful  here. 

The  ridership  forecasts  that  you  have,  what  are  they  based  on? 

Mr.  PiNGREE.  FTA  requires  to  us  go  through  a  process,  and  that 
process  has  been  strictly  adhered  to,  and  we  have  followed  that 
process.  We  have  had  professional  people  that  have  made  those 
forecasts  and  they  have  been  reviewed  by  an  oversight  group,  as 
well  as  peers  in  the  industry  who  we  think  are  generally  consid- 
ered as  conservative. 

Mr.  Carr.  You  were  here  when  I  inquired  of  the  last  panel  of 
witnesses  about  IVHS.  What  are  the  plans  for  IVHS  in  Utah? 

Mr.  PiNGREE.  We  have  done  something,  I  guess,  that  is  a  little 
different.  He  we  have  put  in  a  communications  system  we  devel- 
oped ourselves,  and  estimates  were  that  it  would  cost  us  about  $2.5 
million  and  we  built  it  for  $900,000.  It  does  have  the  capability  of 
adding  automatic  vehicle  location,  as  well  as  passenger  counting. 
That  is  going  to  cost  us  more  money  to  do  that. 

We  are  looking  right  now  at  the  smart  fair  box  as  probably  a 
more  effective  way  for  us  to  move.  But  in  terms  of  IVHS,  as  it  de- 
velops within  the  country,  we  will  use  those  technologies,  but  we 
don't  want  to  be  the  pioneer  too  much  in  that.  We  want  to  watch 
and  see  how  it  develops,  and  once  it  is  there  and  a  proven  technolo- 
gy, we  will  use  it. 

Mr.  Carr.  It  would  be  helpful  if  you  could  get  maybe  a  letter 
from  Utah  DOT  to  tell  us  in  an  overall  sense,  I  know  that  may  go 
beyond  both  the  city  and  the  transit  property,  but  we  would  like  to 
know  a  little  bit  about  what  Utah's  plans  are.  Perhaps  your  own 
traffic  management  people,  mayor — do  you  have  a  traffic  manage- 
ment system? 
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Mr.  PiNGREE.  We  do  all  the  traffic  and  transportation  planning 
for  the  entire  region.  If  I  understand  your  question,  Salt  Lake  City 
has  a  very  effective  traffic  management  program  in  terms  of  how 
they  move  traffic  throughout  the  city  and  direct  traffic,  and  the 
council  does  that  for  the  region.  We  participate  in  that  process  as  a 
public  transit  system. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  see. 

I  can't  recall.  Does  1-15  have  HOV  on  it? 

Mr.  PiNGREE.  Not  at  this  point. 

Ms.  CoRRADiNi.  UDOT  is  discussing  that  though.  We  have  got 
major  repairs  to  do  on  1-15,  and  that  is  one  of  our  concerns  because 
it  has  serious  problems.  And  UDOT  is  planning  now  on  making 
some  major  repairs.  We  need  some  major  bridge  repairs  as  well. 
And  they  are  talking  about  a  HOV  lane. 

Mr.  Carr.  What  is  the  average  vintage  of  your  buses? 

Mr.  PiNGREE.  We  have  got  a  pretty  fleet.  We  have  worked  hard 
to  maintain  it.  It  is  about  5.5  years. 

Mr.  Carr.  Do  you  have  any  ideas  about  a  national  bus  procure- 
ment program  that  would  give  you  buses? 

Mr.  PiNGREE.  I  can  see  pluses  and  minuses  to  it,  frankly. 

Mr.  Carr.  What  are  the  minuses? 

Mr.  PiNGREE.  The  minuses  for  us  are  we  operate  in  a  high  alti- 
tude environment,  and  we  operate — we  have  different  kinds  of 
services.  We  have  services  that  are  dedicated  to,  for  example, 
people  that  are  disabled.  We  also  have  a  service  that  is  a  canyon 
service  that  will  go  from  4,000  feet  in  the  valley  to  8,000  feet  up  in 
the  mountains.  And  during  the  winter,  we  operate  that  service  and 
have  about  22  buses  dedicated  to  it.  That  takes  a  unique  bus  with 
redundant  braking  systems. 

In  that  situation,  it  is  hard  to  compromise  to  the  particular  ap- 
plication. But  on  the  positive  side,  let  me  just  tell  you,  I  think 
there  is  a  lot  of  advantage  in  trying  to  negotiate  prices  and  even 
out  the  manufacturer  of  buses.  I  am  sympathetic  to  the  manufac- 
turers' HOV  feast  and  famine  kinds  of  cycles.  And  I  believe  that  if 
they  could  even  that  out,  we  would  get  a  lot  better  production  and 
better  buses  out  of  them. 

But  there  are  some  unique  factors  to  the  buses  and  the  delivery 
of  service  in  each  city. 

Mr.  Carr.  Has  anyone  out  there  talked  about  park-and-ride  fa- 
cilities that  would  combine  daycare? 

Mr.  PiNGREE.  Yes.  We  have  looked  at  that  in  terms  of  this 
project,  the  rail  project.  We  see  that  daycare  facilities  would  locate 
around  those  stations,  especially  further  out,  out  in  the  south  part 
of  the  valley.  And  that  would  be  a  logical  place  where  the  person 
would  park  their  car,  drop  off  their  kids,  and  go  in  on  public  tran- 
sit. 

Mr.  Carr.  There  has  been  no  discussion,  though,  about  having 
daycare — providing  square  foot  space  available  inside  the  park-and- 
ride  facilities  themselves? 

Mr.  PiNGREE.  No,  not  at  this  point.  We  see  that  as  a  private 
sector  initiative.  And  we  would  make  land — if  there  were  land 
available,  we  would  provide  the  land  and  let  them  use  the  land. 

Mr.  Carr.  Are  you  familiar  with  what  they  are  doing  in  Orlando, 
Florida? 
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Mr.  PiNGREE.  Not  with  Orlando.  But  I  have  seen  it  in  San  Diego. 
And  I  am  familiar  with  what  is  going  on  in  San  Diego. 

Mr.  Carr.  Orlando  seems  to  have  provided  some  space — it  is  all 
private — but  they  provide  the  space  inside  the  parking  structures. 

Well,  thank  you  for  being  here.  It  is  always  nice  to  see  you, 
Mayor. 

Ms.  CoRRADiNi.  Thank  you.  Good  to  see  you. 

Mr.  Carr.  Boy,  am  I  in  trouble.  Don't  leave. 

Mr.  DeLay. 

Mr.  DeLay.  No  questions,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Carr.  That  is  going  to  cost  me.  I  could  tell  by  the  way  he 
said  that.  Mr.  Wolf. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Welcome  to  the  committee.  I  will  have  a  series  of 
questions  that  we  will  just  send  to  you,  and  request  that  you 
answer  them.  On  the  referendum,  when  was  it,  and  what  was  the 
vote  percentage? 

Mr.  PiNGREE.  It  was  in  November  of  1992.  And  it  was  43  in  favor, 
57  against. 

Mr.  Wolf.  43  in  favor,  57  against? 

Mr.  PiNGREE.  Percentage. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Did  you  have  a  position  during  the  referendum? 

Ms.  Shepherd.  Did  I  have  a  position  during  the  referendum? 

Mr.  Wolf.  Yes. 

Ms.  Shepherd.  It  wasn't  particularly  an  issue  during  my  cam- 
paign, but  I  favor  strongly  the  light-rail  system.  We  are  in  desper- 
ate need  of  it  in  Utah,  not  in  this  15-mile  corridor,  but  all  the  way 
from  Provo  to  Ogden,  which  is  about  100  miles. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Will  there  be  another  referendum  scheduled?  You 
were  talking  about  meeting  with  the  mayors. 

Ms.  Corradini.  Not  at  the  moment,  we  don't  have  another  refer- 
endum scheduled. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Carr.  Once  again,  I  apologize  to  my  colleagues. 

Mr.  PiNGREE.  May  I  make  one  statement  in  another  context? 

Mr.  Carr.  Yes. 

Mr.  PiNGREE.  I  serve  as  the  Chairman  of  the  Subcommittee  for 
APTA  on  Equity,  and  we  work  very  hard  as  a  transit  organization 
to  see  that—encourage  that  there  be  equity  between  Section  3  and 
Section  9.  And  the  number  of  1.36  dollars  of  nine  to  1  dollar  of 
three  is  something,  as  an  industry,  that  we  strongly  support.  And  I 
know  the  APTA  people  are  providing  that  information  to  you.  But 
I  would  just  like  to  say,  from  a  person  out  in  the  hinterlands,  so  to 
speak,  we  very  much  support  that  concept. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you  very  much. 

[Response  to  the  Honorable  Frank  Wolfs  questions  follows:] 


692 


QUESTIONS  FOR  PUBLIC  WITNESSES  TESTIFYING  BEFORE  THE  HOUSE 
TRANSPORTATION  APPROPRIATIONS  SUBCOMMITTEE 


Prepared  by  Congressman  Wolf 

1.  What  organization  would  be  the  recipient  of  the  federal  ' 
funds  requested? 

Answer:   The  Utah  Transit  Authority 

2 .  How  much  money  are  vou  requesting  from  this  subcommittee  for 
FY  1994? 

Answer:    $6    million  for  final  design  of  the  light  rail 
$6.84  million  for  three  bus  category  projects 
comprised  of: 

$4.24  million  for  a  bus  maintenance  facility 
$1.60  million  for  two  park  and  ride  lots,  and 
$1.00  million  for  a  transit  transfer  center 

3 .  What  will  these  funds  be  used  for? 

Answer:    $6  million  will  be  used  for  final  design  of  a  15- 
mile  light  rail  project  located  in  the  1-15 
corridor  connecting  downtown  Salt  Lake  City  with 
activity  centers  and  residential  areas  to  the 
south.   This  transit  project  is  part  of  a  larger 
highway  and  transit  improvement  project  which 
includes  reconstruction  of  a  segment  of 
Interstate-15 . 

$4.24  million  will  be  used  to  construct  a  bus 
maintenance  facility  needed  to  service  and 
dispatch  specialized  vehicles  which  serve  persons 
with  disabilities  within  the  community. 

$1.60  million  will  be  used  to  construct  two  park 
and  ride  lots  with  a  combined  capacity  of  about 
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600  spaces  located  in  the  1-15  corridor.   The  park 
and  ride  lots  will  be  used  first  to  feed  express 
bus  service  and  later,  when  the  light  rail  project 
is  operational,  to  feed  the  light  rail  line. 

$1.0  million  will  be  used  to  construct  a  transit 
transfer  center  in  the  western  part  of  Salt  Lake 
County.  This  will  be  a  prototype  for  other  centers 
which  will  facilitate  the  transfer  of  riders 
between  local  and  express  bus  service. 

4.    Are  you  requesting  any  funds  for  non-construction  purposes? 
If  yes,  what  would  these  funds  be  used  for? 

Answer:    Yes,  the  request  for  $6  million  FY  1994  dollars  is 
for  final  design  of  the  light  rail  line.   A  very 
small  portion  of  the  bus  category  requests,  not 
exceeding  5  percent,  may  be  used  for  engineering 
design.  The  balance,  or  95  percent,  of  the  funds 
will  be  used  for  construction. 

5    What  impact  does  this  project  have  on  our  national 

transportation  network,  or  any  other  federal  purpose,  which 
would  justify  the  request  for  funds  from  this  subcommittee? 

Answer;    The  light  rail  system  will  improve  mobility  for 

the  disabled,  reduce  energy  consumption  and  reduce 
polluting  emissions  in  a  non-attainment  area,  thus 
helping  realize  the  objectives  of  the  ADA  Act, 
energy  conservation,  and  the  EPA  emission 
standards  for  1994  and  beyond. 

The  project  is  substantially  overmatched  when 
considered  with  highway  improvements  which  are  a 
part  of  the  same  locally  preferred  alternative. 

The  light  rail  project  will  support  the  year  2002 
Winter  Olympic  Games. 

The  maintenance  facility  will  improve  service  to 
-  2  - 
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persons  with  disabilities,  thus  promoting  the 
objectives  of  the  ADA  Act. 

Both  the  park  and  ride  facilities  and  transit 
transfer  center  will  reduce  energy  consumption, 
air  pollution  emissions,  and  improve  mobility  of 
persons  with  disabilities.   These  projects  will 
support  the  objectives  of  the  Clean  Air  Act,  the 
ADA  Act,  and  the  national  objective  of  energy 
conservation . 

For  1993.  what  is  the  total  amount  of  federal  funds  that 
this  organization  received,  and  what  activities  were  funded 
by  these  amounts? 

Answer;    In  FY  1993,  $3  million  was  included  for  land 
acquisition,  engineering  and  design  in  the 
Committee  Reports  for  the  light  rail  system. 

FTA  made  a  grant  for  land  acquisition  for  $12.5 
million  using  the  FY  1993  appropriation  funds  and 
prior  year  funds. 

Also  in  FY  1993,  $10.3  million  was  received  from 
apportioned  Section  9  funds  used  for  bus  capital 
and  operating  expense,  including  buses  and  vans 
for  persons  with  disabilities. 

Finally,  $2.4  million  of  CHAQ  funds  were 
transferred  from  the  Federal  Highway 
Administration  to  purchase  10  alternative  fuel 
buses  and  20  vans  for  use  in  vanpool  service. 

Has  the  project  received  federal  funds  in  prior  years/   In 
what  fiscal  years  were  those  funds  received  and  in  what 
amounts? 

Answer:    Yes,  a  total  of  $21.16  million  has  been 

appropriated  in  the  six  fiscal  years  1988  through 
1993.   A  total  of  $106,470  was  set  aside  (or 
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skimmed  off  by  FTA  for  project  management 
oversight  and  for  other  reasons)  making  the  total 
appropriations  available  of  $21,053  million.   Of 
this  amount,  $19.1  million  has  been  obligated  (or 
granted)  by  FTA.   The  attachment  prepared  by  FTA 
gives  the  year-by-year  detail  on  these  funds. 
During  the  forthcoming  negotiations  with  FTA  on 
the  full  funding  grant  agreement,  the  skimming  of 
funds  for  project  management  oversight  from  the 
$131  million  ISTEA  authorization  may  be  disputed. 


8 .  will  you  be  seeking  additional  funds  from  this  subcommittee 
for  this  project  in  the  future? 

Answer:    Yes.   The  ISTEA  legislation  authorized  $131 
million  for  the  light  rail  project.   After 
deducting  the  FY  1992  appropriation  of  $2.56  and 
the  FY  1993  appropriation  of  slightly  less  than  $3 
million,  the  Section  3  cost  to  complete  the 
project  is  $125.44  million.   The  Utah  Transit 
Authority  will  be  requesting  the  balance  in  the 
period  FY  1994  through  1997.  The  schedule  is 
subject  to  adjustment  as  a  result  of  full  funding 
grant  agreement  negotiations  with  FTA. 

9.  What  is  the  total  expected  cost  of  the  project?  What 
percentage  of  the  total  cost  of  this  project  would  be  funded 
by  the  Federal  Government? 

Answer:    The  total  capital  cost  of  the  project  is  $180 

million  in  FY  1992  dollars.   The  section  3  cost  of 
the  project  is  $131  million  per  the  ISTEA 
authorization.   Some  combination  of  federal 
Section  9,  STP  and  CMAQ  funds  totaling  about  $13 
million  will  be  used  to  supplement  the  $131 
million  of  Section  3  funds. 

10.  How  much  state,  local,  or  private  funds  will  be  used  for 
this  project? 

-  4  - 
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Answer;    About  $36  million  in  local  funds  received  from  the 
proceeds  of  an  existing  1/4  percent  sales  tax  will 
be  used  to  finance  the  non-federal  share  of  the 
transit  portion  of  the  project.   A  wide  variety  of 
highway  and  transit  improvements  were  evaluated  in 
the  alternatives  analysis/draft  environmental 
impact  phase  of  the  project  development.   A 
combination  of  improvements  to  Interstate  15  and 
both  light  rail  and  bus  transit  improvements  were 
selected  as  the  locally  preferred  alternative.   Up 
to  $800  million  of  state  funds  will  be  generated 
primarily  from  the  state  gas  tax  as  a  non-federal 
contribution  to  the  larger  project.   The  overmatch 
will  exceed  50  percent,  and  approach  80  percent  of 
the  combined  transit  and  highway  reconstruction 
project. 

11.  Are  you  seeking  funds  this  year  from  any  other  federal 
source,  or  any  other  appropriations  subcommittee  for  this 
project,  or  for  any  other  project? 

Answer:    No  Section  3  funds  or  funds  from  any  other 

subcommittee  will  be  sought.   The  Utah  Transit 
Authority  will,  of  course,  receive  apportioned 
Section  9  funds.   About  $2  million  of  FY  1994 
apportioned  Section  9  funds  will  be  used  for 
engineering  and  land  acquisition  to  supplement  the 
$4.24  million  requested  for  construction  of  the 
bus  maintenance  facility. 

12 .  If  the  project  for  which  you  are  seeking  federal  funds  from 
this  subcommittee  is  a  highway  project,  where  does  it  rank 
on  the  state's  priority  list? 

Answer:    Not  applicable  because  the  request  is  for  transit 
projects. 

13.  If  the  project  is  a  transit  project,  does  the  general  public 
in  your  area  support  the  project? 
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Answer:    Local  elected  and  state  officials  support  the 

project.   These  include  the  Wasatch  Front  Regional 
Planning  Conunission,  the  area's  Metropolitan 
Planning  Area,  Governor  Leavitt,  local  Mayors  and 
County  Conunissioners,  and  both  Salt  Lake 
newspapers.   Attachment  3  to  Mayor  Corradini's 
recent  letter  to  Chairman  Carr  is  a  summary  of 
local  support  and  a  set  of  supporting  letters. 
The  negative  vote  against  a  tax  increase  last 
November  is  interpreted  by  local  officials  as  a 
vote  against  doubling  the  sales  tax  rather  than 
against  the  light  rail  project.   The  project  is 
supported  by  the  entire  Utah  Congressional 
delegation,  on  both  the  House  and  the  Senate  side. 

14.   Has  there  been  any  public  financing  mechanisms  initiated  at 
the  state  and/or  local  level  to  help  fund  this  project 
(highway  or  transit) .  such  as  a  dedicated  gas  tax  increase 
or  a  bond  referendum?   If  so.  please  provide  the  specifics, 
and,  in  the  case  of  proposed  bonding  authority,  please 
indicate  the  results  of  placing  this  project  before  the 
public. 

Answer;    The  proceeds  from  the  existing  1/4-cent  sales  tax 

dedicated  to  the  Utah  Transit  Authority  is 

sufficient  to  both  contribute  the  local  capital 
match  and  to  cover  operating  costs. 


-  6  - 


698 

Monday,  March  29,  1993. 
HOUSTON  METRO 
WITNESSES 

HON.  JACK  BROOKS,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE 
OF  TEXAS 

MAYOR  ROBERT  C.  LANIER  OF  HOUSTON,  TEXAS 

WILLIAM  F.  BURGE  III,  CHAIRMAN,  HOUSTON  METRO 

Mr.  Carr.  Our  next  witness  will  be  a  panel  led  by  our  good 
friend  and  coUeeigue,  the  Honorable  Jack  Brooks. 

I  am  delighted  to  see  the  distinguished  mayor  from  Houston  with 
us,  today.  Mr.  Brooks,  would  you  like  to  proceed  with  the  introduc- 
tions? 

Mr.  Brooks.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Carr.  And  it  is  a  very 
distinguished  pleasure  for  me  to  appear  before  this  great  commit- 
tee to  introduce  the  Honorable  Bob  Lanier,  the  mayor  of  the  City 
of  Houston. 

The  work  of  this  subcommittee  is  of  most  importance  to  my  State 
and  my  congressional  district,  which  includes  a  growing  portion  of 
Houston  and  Orange  county. 

Last  year,  I  was  equally  honored  to  introduce  Mayor  Lanier;  and 
since  that  appearance,  the  City  of  Houston  has  made  great  strides 
in  putting  together  a  public  transportation  network  I  believe  will 
be  the  envy  of  the  rest  of  the  world. 

We  have  success  in  Houston  in  no  small  measure  because  of  the 
talents  and  hard  work  of  our  mayor.  Bob  Lanier  probably  knows 
more  about  the  transportation  needs  of  our  Nation,  and  certainly 
of  Texas,  than  any  other  person  I  can  think  of.  His  past  service  as 
Chairman  of  the  Texas  State  Highway  Commission,  as  Chairman  of 
the  Houston  Metro,  has  given  Mayor  Lanier — and  also  Tom 
DeLay — a  unique  perspective  and  deep  insight  into  our  transporta- 
tion needs. 

The  people  of  Houston  are  most  fortunate  in  having  this  combi- 
nation of  skills  and  experiences  in  the  hands  of  a  man  like  Bob 
Lanier.  He  has  been  a  success  in  everything  he  has  tried.  Getting 
married  to  Elyse  was  quite  a  chore,  and  he  did  it.  And  he  has  done 
fairly  well  in  banking  and  savings  and  loan.  You  never  met  any- 
body in  the  savings  and  loan  before  that  did  well  and  was  out  safe, 
had  his  money  in  a  box  before  they  had  all  their  trouble;  you  are 
looking  at  him,  one  in  a  million. 

He  did  fairly  well  in  public  service  and  real  estate.  He  was  out  of 
real  estate,  of  course,  before  it  all  went  down.  One  of  those  things 
that  happens,  you  know.  Now  I  think  he  is  back  in  a  little  bit  as 
things  begin  to  move  up  slightly. 

And  he  did  well  in  the  law.  He  was  a  great  success  as  a  honors 
graduate  of  the  University  of  Texas,  smartest  man  in  my  law 
school  class.  Really.  And  he  has  probably  done  as  well  as  any- 
body— or  made  more,  shall  we  say.  And  he  has  remained  a  man  of 
uncommon  abilities  and  charm.  He  has  determination  and  willpow- 
er to  get  people  working  together.  He  doesn't  welcome  incompe- 
tence very  much.  There  is  a  little  bit  of  shortness  of  patience  as  he 
has  gotten  older  I  notice.  If  things  don't  go  just  right,  he  gets  a 
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little  testy.  But,  by  and  large,  it  is  understandable.  I  am  always 
compassionate,  understanding,  tolerant. 

Wolf,  don't  smile. 

And  so  it  is  my  great  honor  and  distinct  privilege  at  this  time  to 
introduce  the  Mayor  of  Houston,  my  friend,  and  a  great  man.  Bob 
Lanier. 

Mr.  Lanier.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Mayor,  welcome,  it  is  a  delight  to  see  you  here. 

Mr.  Lanier.  Thank  you.  Chairman.  Chairman  Brooks  and  I  have 
been  friends  a  lot  of  years.  We  met  in  law  school  in  1946,  and  we 
were  just  sharing  mellowing;  and  it  was  a  conclusion  we  had  both 
mellowed  at  the  same,  probably  a  quite  modest  rate. 

I  would  like  to  just  talk — put  in  perspective  Metro's  program 
today  along  with  transportation  efforts  involving  the  City  of  Hous- 
ton. And  I  have  been  over  this  with  some  of  you  before,  but  put  it 
again  in  perspective. 

I  really  believe  we  are  in  shape  to  handle  our  transportation 
problems  if  we  handle  them  smartly  in  Houston  as  well  as  any  city 
in  the  country. 

In  1982,  Houston  was  called  the  most  congested  city  in  the 
Nation;  and  in  local  polls,  it  was  identified  as  a  number  one  prob- 
lem of  the  Houston  electorate  by  44  percent  of  the  people. 

From  1982  to  date,  in  what  has  truly  been  an  intermodal  effort, 
we  are  number  one  in  the  Nation  in  terms  of  congestion  relief.  In 
the  one  survey,  we  were  one  of  only  five  cities  that  has  made  any 
progress;  in  another,  the  only  major  urban  area  to  have  made 
progress. 

And  the  concern  of  the  public,  that  this  is  our  number  one  prob- 
lem, has  drifted  downward  from  44  percent  to  the  most  recent 
Houston  Post  poll  of  some  4  percent  because  during  that  period  of 
time,  we  have  actually  increased  the  average  speed  of  the  motors, 
notwithstanding  we  have  had  substantial  traffic  growth. 

In  terms  of  looking  at  Metro's  program,  I  might  say,  first  of  all, 
that  in  Metro  we  have  a  100-mile  transit  way  program  under 
design,  largest  in  the  Nation.  We  have  half  of  them  built.  The  re- 
mainder of  the  transit  ways  will  be  built  under  the  joint  funding 
arrangement  with — that  this  committee  has  been  so  kind  thus  far 
to  endorse. 

The  result  of  this  transit  way  operation,  which  allows  buses  to 
move  at  the  speed  limit  and  which  allows  in  it  car  pools  and  van 
pools  where  they  are  sending  minimum  occupancy  requirements 
that  can  also  move  at  the  speed  limit,  Houston  has  more  passenger 
trips  than  any  other  transit  agency  in  the  south  or  west  with  the 
exception  of  San  Francisco  and — with  the  exception  of  San  Francis- 
co and  Los  Angeles,  two  bigger  markets. 

It  has  moved  ahead  of  Atlanta  in  terms  of  trips  and  Miami  and 
San  Diego,  both  rail  cities.  If  you  look  at  the  transit  way  portion  of 
the  transit  effort,  it  is  moving  about  20  million  passengers  a  year. 
And  that  would  be  more  than  any  other  rail  segment  in  the  south 
or  west  with  the  exception  of  San  Francisco  and  Atlanta.  But  since 
we  are  only  half  built  of  our  transit  way  system,  it  is  my  judgment 
that  when  we  complete  the  transit  way  system,  in  looking  at  the 
growth  rate  of  passengers  there,  I  think  we  will  move  the  same  or 
greater  number  of  folks. 
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The  cost  of  the  transit  way  system  is  about  10  percent  of  the  cost 
of  the  competitive  rail  system.  We  built  it  for  about  $7  million  a 
mile  in  round  numbers.  And  half  the  traffic  is  moved  through  car 
pools  and  van  pools  at  no  cost  to  the  taxpayer. 

We  also  feel  like  that  because  of  clean  air  and  because  of  just 
money,  that  most  of  the  progress  on  transportation  from  this  point 
forward  is  going  to  be  made  through  maintenance  of  the  existing 
arteries.  We  pretty  much  completed  our  arterial  network  for  con- 
nections. We  spent  $8,  $10  billion  in  the  1980s  doing  that,  in  traffic 
management,  and  we  really  have  a  truly  intermodal  traffic  man- 
agement system  evolving.  It  is  not  just  intermodal  in  name.  It  is 
intermodal  in  terms  of  the  functioning  relationship  of  one  mode  to 
the  other,  in  terms  of  the  interrelationship  of  the  people  who  run 
the  aggregate  system.  But  we  are  in  the  acquisition  of  right-of-way 
and  design  stage.  There  will  be  a  central  control  facility.  And  fund- 
ing has  been  provided,  in  part,  through  grants  here,  in  part,  the 
highway  department,  and  all  of  the  government  interests  looking 
at  it.  But  we  will  be  able  to  monitor  traffic  throughout  the  entire 
city.  We  will  be  able  to  control,  in  a  sjoichronized  basis,  street 
lights. 

We  will  be  able  to  identify  breakdowns  in  the  system,  whether 
street  lights  or  vehicle.  We  will  have  a  smart  vehicle,  smart  high- 
way. We  are  currently  doing  a  smart  corridor,  joint  research  effort 
with  the  other  transportation  entities  involved  in  the  corridor 
where  we  will  have  the  ability,  by  1997,  to  communicate  between 
the  central  facility  and  the  individual  vehicles  operating  in  the 
city. 

We  will  also  have  each  of  the  buses  and  the  various  fleets  tagged 
so  we  will  be  able  to  attract  location  of  fleets,  whether  buses  or  ac- 
tually police  cars  or  the  fire  department  doing  EMS,  emergency 
service.  We  will  be  able  to  track  vehicles,  and  the  vehicles  will  be 
able  to  talk  back  and  forth  to  the  central  control  facility  through 
remote  facilities  in  their  vehicle. 

In  terms  of  the  early  application  of  traffic  management,  we  put 
it  in  effect  for  the  Republican  National  Convention  in  Houston,  we 
put  it  in  effect  for  the — this  last  year  for  the  Astrodome  for  our 
football  games  and  stock  show,  and  now  baseball  games  and  other 
facilities  there,  where  60,000  people  go  to  that  facility  within  one 
hour's  time  and  60,000  people  leave  within  an  hour's  time.  That  is 
a  very  strong  parallel  to  a  workplace,  a  concentrated  workplace. 

And  by,  again,  an  intermodal  effort,  we  were  able  to  reduce 
travel  time  by  half,  cut  it  in  half.  And  what  we  did  there — and  we 
will  do  better  yet  when  we  get  our  aggregate  maneigement  facility. 
But  what  we  did  there  was  we  ran  streets  one  way  coming  in  and 
one  way  coming  out,  fairly  simple  thing.  We  have  officers  at  the 
perimeters  directing  traffic.  We  have  changeable  signs  indicating 
traffic  problems.  And  those  changeable  signs,  as  we  get  our  system, 
will  be  even  more  sophisticated.  We  will  be  able  to  say,  "Don't  go 
in  here  because  the  lot  is  full"  or  things  like  that. 

We  have  vans  out  there  ready  to  move  stalled  vehicles  off  the  ar- 
teries. We  have  people  on  top  of  the  Astrodome  looking  for  prob- 
lems and  telling  people  out  there  smart  things  to  do.  We  had  to 
work  the  buses  in  there.  We  had  buses  at  four  remote  locations  in 
each  quadrant,  and  then  we  load  them  out  in  parking  lots  out 
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there  and  then  fire  the  bus  in.  And  where  we  can,  we  design  a  tem- 
porary transit  way  for  that  bus  to  go  down.  So  we  are  trying  to 
move  the  bus — reward  the  people  by  getting  to  the  bus  by  moving 
them  faster  than  the  accompanying  traffic. 

We  are  moving  this  next  year  to  also  put  car  pools  and  van  pools 
for  certain  occupancy  levels  in  those  transit  ways  coming  in.  And 
we  just  keep  tinkering  with  this  and  making  it  better  £is  we  go  we 
can.  But  it  is  an  aggregate,  multidisciplinary  traffic  effort:  Houston 
Police  Department,  Metro  Police,  highway  department,  county.  Toll 
Road  Authority,  all  involved.  / 

After  that  has  been  successful,  we  have  taken  that  same  ma- 
chine up  and  put  it  over  at  the  medical  center.  And  there  are  just 
different  common  sense  things.  We  have  cut  travel  time  into  the 
medical  center.  Not  getting  worse,  cut  it,  although  that  area  is 
growing  in  employment  by  about  6  percent  a  year.  We  finish  there, 
we  will  put  it  into  the  downtown,  into  the  other  emplojnnent  cen- 
ters. And  we  believe,  through  traffic  management,  that  we  can 
reduce  travel  time  consistently  to  emplojnnent  centers  throughout 
the  city.  And  we  think,  as  we  add  sophistication  and  experience  to 
it,  this  will  be  more  pronounced. 

It  is  my  view  that  in — with  minimal  amount  of  hard  capital 
added,  that  we  have  the  ability  to  maintain  traffic  speed  or  en- 
hance it  for  the  rest  of  our  lifetimes  by  managing  the  facility  we 
have.  And  I — two  big  things  we  will  be  after  in  moving  slightly  to 
clean  air  will  be  moving  to  cleaner  fuel,  will  be  trying  to  put  more 
folks  per-vehicle  so  the  occupancy  comes  up  just  a  bit;  and  we  will 
be  trying  to  spread  traffic  into  different  time  slots.  We  will  try  to 
manage  events,  like  the  Astrodome.  We  will  try  to  manage  inci- 
dents like  taking  vehicles  and  moving  stalled  cars  out. 

You  find  50  percent  of  your  congestion  is  caused  by  stalled  vehi- 
cles, just  very  cheap  to  move  them  off.  We  also  are  tying  in  bicycle 
trails  and  a  comprehensive  city  bicycle  trail  program,  a  compre- 
hensive sidewalk  program.  We  are  building  over  100  miles  of  side- 
walks a  year  between  the  city  and  Metro.  And,  for  example,  that 
will  tie  into  where  a  bus  stops  where  before  the  handicapped  could 
get  off  and  couldn't  make  it  because  they  get  off  at  an  open  ditch 
and  couldn't  get  to  wherever  it  was  they  were  going.  We  are  put- 
ting 100  miles  of  sidewalks  in  to  let  them  complete  that  trip.  The 
sidewalks  are  handicap  accessible. 

The  bicycle  pass  will  be  a  complete  system  for  the  city  along  with 
recreational  use  along  our  bayous.  And  again  it  is  kind  of  a  joint 
effort  between  Metro  and  the  city  and  the  county. 

And  we  have  been  operating  this  way  now  with  greater  success 
for  pretty  close  to  10  years.  And  what  we  do  is  we  sit  down  with 
the  decision  makers  for  each  agency — that  will  be  the  chairman  of 
the  highway  commission  or  the  mayor  or  the  county  judge  or  the 
head  of  the  toll  road  authority,  head  of  Metro — and  just  look  at 
problems  and  then  say,  hey,  we  can  do  this;  I  can  do  that;  and  we 
can  do  the  other. 

And  let  me  say  this  to  you,  too:  This  agency  and  Mr.  Delay,  we 
are  encouraged  to  rethink  a-billion-dollar  project  that  we  thought 
that  was  not  cost  effective  that  was  funded — and  that  was  the 
Houston  Monorail  Program — and  turn  it  back  and  run  the  risk  of 
lost  funds,  which  you  have  been  kind  enough  not  to  visit  on  it  be- 
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cause  I  think  it  has  gone  to  more  cost-effective  things — ^but  have 
had  the  courage  to  take  a  project  and  look  at  it.  I  think  it  has  been 
true  throughout  the  ten-year  period,  it  has  had  the  most  dramatic 
presence  in  terms  of  monorail.  But  look  at  it,  say,  "This  doesn't 
work,"  and  Federal  money  is  not  just  a  meaningless  dollar  that 
some  people  look  at  it,  that  you  can  come  in  and  do  a  boondoggle 
project  and  it  means  a  few  jobs  and  you  cut  a  few  ribbons. 

But  we  have  taken  hard  looks  at  it,  and  we  have  sent  it  back. 
And  we  have  consistently  tried  to  treat  the  Federal  money  as 
though  it  were  our  own  and  consistently  tried  to  get  the  most  bene- 
fit that  we  could  out  of  it. 

One  last  word  of  another  thing  we  are  looking  at.  It  is  not  imme- 
diately before  us  today.  But  as  we  junked  the  monorail  system, 
somebody  asked  me  if  it  was  dead.  I  said,  "If  it  wasn't,  it  was  sure 
sick."  They — at  a  time  we  have  done  that,  we  have  got  a  network 
in  rail,  in  Houston,  covering  the  entire  city:  north,  east,  south,  and 
west.  And  we  have  an  application  in  for  a  commuter  rail  because 
we  can — I  am  not  sure  what  the  numbers  will  look  like  yet.  But  in 
terms  of  its  cost  and  its  potential,  we  can  do  it  90  percent  cheaper 
by  using  existing  trackage  than,  say,  the  monorail  system  would 
have  been  or  most  rail  systems  would  have  been.  And  instead  of 
being  limited  to  a  segment  where  we  would  acquire  the  right-of- 
way,  it  would  have  the  potential  to  cover  the  entire  city  if  the 
market  is  there. 

So  if  we  do  go  forward  with  this  and  we  are  down  to  one  of  the 
ten  projects  that  are  short  listed,  the  advantage  is  that  test  com- 
muter rails  within  a  city  and  tested  in  an  environment  where,  if  it 
works,  we  can  cover  the  entire  spectrum.  The  only  problem  that  it 
has  is  not  a  problem  with  that  working.  It  is  just  a  problem  we  are 
moving  traffic  so  fast  down  the  transit  way  that  the  transit  ways 
are  tough  competitors  so  far. 

Anjrway,  I  would  like  to  thank  this  committee  in  particular  and 
members  that  I  have  worked  with  over  the  years  for  the  support 
and  cooperation  they  have  given  us.  I  believe  that  we  have  a  won- 
derful transit  system.  I  think  we  have  a  wonderful  transportation 
program.  I  believe,  with  your  help,  we  will  be  able  to  continue  that. 
And  I  would  say  to  you  that  any — with  respect  to  funding,  that  we 
will  give  it  our  very  best  shot  to  make  your  money  spent  worth- 
while. 

Thank  you. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mayor  Lanier  follows:] 
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HOUSTON  METRO'S 
REGIONAL  BUS  PLAN 


INTROPgCTION 

Houston  is  the  first  city  to  devise  a  cost-effective,  high 
performance,  high  capacity  bus  system  that  is  designed  to  operate 
like  a  rail  system.  Through  the  use  of  barrier  separated  high 
occupancy  vehicle  lanes,  also  known  as  transitways,  clean-burning 
fueled  buses  will  operate  at  high  speeds  to  move  people  quickly  and 
efficiently  to  primary  activity  centers.  Known  as  the  Regional  Bus 
Plan,  this  system  is  designed  to  provide  more  access  to  more 
destinations  more  frequently  for  both  suburban  and  inner-city 
residents.  The  Regional  Bus  Plan  is  a  systemwide  transportation  plan 
composed  of  a  series  of  interrelated  projects,  the  composite  of  which 
is  designed  to  create  an  efficient  and  effective  transportation 
system  that  meets  the  goals  of  reduced  traffic  congestion  and 
improved  air  pollution  control. 

The  Regional  Bus  Plan  is  complemented  by  an  innovative  traffic 
management  program,  an  enhanced  street  maintenance  program,  and 
improved  neighborhood  infrastructure,  which  all  support  the  core  bus 
system  to  improve  vehicular  and  pedestrian  mobility. 

Cumulatively,  METRO'S  comprehensive  program  for  improving 
regional  mobility  is  known  as  the  Community  Transportation  Program 
and  is  summarized  in  the  enclosed  brochure. 

The  Regional  Bus  Plan  was  adopted  as  Houston  METRO'S  locally 
preferred  transit  alternative  in  February  1992  after  extensive 
community  participation  via  public  hearings,  Board  of  Directors 
meetings  and  as  a  subject  of  debate  during  Houston's  1991  mayoral 
election.  After  much  deliberation  about  the  most  efficacious  method 
of  serving  the  mass  transit  needs  of  the  Houston  region  into  the  next 
century,  including  detailed  analysis  of  more  traditional  rail 
service,  a  community  consensus  evolved  for  the  Regional  Bus  Plan  due 
to  its  lower  cost  and  greater  flexibility  to  respond  to  changing 
residential  and  employment  patterns. 

RBQIOIOa.  BUS  PLAN  SERVICE  OBJECTIVB 

The  service  objective  of  the  Regional  Bus  Plan  is  to  provide 
frequent,  fast  travel  to  major  employment  and  activity  centers  within 
and  between  the  seven  major  travel  corridors  in  Houston.  Each 
commuter  park  and  ride  facility  will  have  nonstop  service  to  the 
Central  Business  District,  the  area's  largest  employment  center,  and 
one-stop  service  to  that  facility's  second  largest  destination  via  a 
regional  transit  center.   The  regional  transit  centers  will  serve  as 
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collectors/distributors  for  transfers  to  other  destinations  much  as 
regional  airports  serve  that  function  for  the  nation's  airlines.  An 
extensive  local  bus  network  operating  through  the  transit  centers 
will  provide  similar  service  to  METRO'S  local  bus  patrons. 

REOIOMAL  BOS  PLAM  COMPONENTS 

The  Regional  Bus  Plan  expands  and  completes  METRO'S  capital 
facilities  program  begun  in  1979  with  METRO'S  creation.  Using  a 
combination  of  federal  formula  and  discretionary  grant  funding 
assistance  and  substantial  local  funding,  to  date  METRO  has 
constructed  five  state  of  the  art  bus  maintenance  facilities,  built 
approximately  half  of  the  high  occupancy  vehicle  network,  put  into 
service  22  park  and  ride  lots  with  approximately  23,000  parking 
spaces  and  13  transit  centers,  and  modernized  the  bus  fleet  with  the 
acc[uisition  of  over  1,000  buses.  This  significant  investment  in  the 
transit  system  has  yielded  dramatic  increases  in  ridership  (more  than 
doubling  to  approximately  62  million  trips  annually)  while  offering 
comfortable,  safe  and  reliable  service. 

Building  upon  the  existing  infrastructure,  the  Regional  Bu6  Plan 
increases  the  size,  efficiency  and  attractiveness  of  the  bus  system 
through  facilities  and  features  that  provide  rail  system-like 
performance  and  amenities  at  a  fraction  of  rail  system  cost.  Figure 
1  illustrates  the  location  of  the  major  capital  facilities. 
Specifically,  the  Regional  Bus  Plan  includes  the  following  major 
components : 

o    Bus  Fleet 

The  bus  fleet  will  increase  to  1600.  Buses  will  be  liquefied 
natural  gas  fueled  and  fully  compliant  with  the  Americans  with 
Discibilities  Act. 

o    Westpark  High  Occupancy  Vehicle  Lane  and  Associated  Facilities 

The  Westpark  High  Occupancy  Vehicle  (HOV)  lane  is  planned  as  a 
5.7-mile,  one-lane  reversible  facility  along  the  Westpark/ Southern 
Pacific  Railroad,  between  the  Southwest  HOV  lane  near  Fountainview/ 
US  59  and  west  of  Boone  Road  near  the  West  Bus  Operating  Facility. 
Current  plans  call  for  the  HOV  lane  to  be  grade  separated  at  cross 
streets,  with  segments  between  cross  streets  at -grade. 

New  park  &  ride  facilities  will  be  constructed  at  Fondren,  Gessner, 
and  West  Belt.  Two-way  ramp  connections  will  be  provided  at  all  new 
park  &  ride  lots.  Only  a  one-way  ramp,  to  and  from  the  west,  will  be 
provided  at  the  Hillcroft  Transit  Center  because  access  to  and  from 
the  east  is  already  provided  by  the  ramp  connection  to  the  Southwest 
HOV  lane.  The  proposed  lot  located  at  West  Belt  would  accommodate 
2,000  vehicles  and  have  four  bus  bays;  the  proposed  Gessner  lot  would 
accommodate  540  vehicles  and  have  four  bus  bays;  and  the  proposed 
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Fondren  lot  would  accommodate  500  vehicles  and  have  four  bus  bays. 
Exact  parking  arrangements  and  bus  bay  configuration  will  be 
dependent  upon  the  specific  sites  selected. 

The  Hestpark  HOV  facility  will  provide  transit  patrons  and  carpools/ 
vanpools  in  west/ southwest  Houston  with  improved  travel  times  to 
Uptown  Houston,  Greenway  Plaza,  Texas  Medical  Center,  and  the  Houston 
Central  Business  District.  Transit  operations  will  also  be  more 
efficient  and  cost  savings  will  be  realized  by  having  direct  access 
to  park  &  ride/transit  center  facilities  and  a  reserved  travel 
corridor  in  the  form  of  the  HOV  lane. 

o    Shepherd  Durham  Transit  Center 

The  Shepherd  Durham  Transit  Center  is  an  eight  (8)  bus  bay 
facility  located  north  of  IH-10  between  Shepherd  and  Durham  Streets. 
The  transit  center  will  serve  as  a  focal  point  for  transit  routes  in 
the  area  and  so  enhance  transfer  opportunities  to  multiple 
destinations.  Direct  service  is  planned  for  Downtown  and  the  Texas 
Medical  Center.  As  with  all  METRO  transit  centers,  patrons  will  be 
provided  with  a  safe  and  sheltered  waiting  area  where  bus  route  and 
schedule  information  is  available.  Other  amenities  include 
supervisor's  booth,  operator  restrooms,  and  information  kiosks. 

o    Ooimtoini  Transit  Center 

METRO  intends  to  acquire  land  and  construct  a  transit  center  on 
one  city  block  in  the  southern  end  of  Houston's  Central  Business 
District.  Amenities  will  be  typical  of  other  METRO  park  &  ride/ 
tremsit  centers  and  will  include  a  supervisor's  booth,  operator 
restrooms,  and  information  kiosks. 

The  current  conceptual  design  provides  for  18  bus  bays. 
Approximately  33  routes  would  converge  at  the  transit  center,  with 
another  31  routes  passing  beside  and  stopping  adjacent  to  the  center. 
Direct  service  to  other  major  activity  centers  would  be  provided  at 
the  center.  The  transit  center  will  provide  a  focus  for  transfer 
activities  in  Downtown  Houston.  Many  transfers  would  be  removed  from 
Downtown  streets,  thereby  freeing  sidewalk  space  for  non-transit 
pedestrian  use. 

o    Kain  Street  Transit  laproveaents 

Main  Street  will  be  reconstructed  in  the  Central  Business 
District  (CBD)  between  approximately  Commerce  and  Pierce  Streets. 
The  street-  and  transit-related  improvements  will  include  traffic 
leuie  reconstruction  and  resurfacing,  as  well  as  signal  improvements. 
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o    Downtown/Midtown  Transit  Street  Zmprovenents 

The  Downtown/Midtown  Transit  Streets  project  is  a  collection  of 
street  improvements  which  will  be  made  within  existing  public  right- 
of-way  spreading  over  an  area  of  approximately  17  by  31  blocks.  This 
area  is  roughly  bounded  on  the  north  by  Commerce,  on  the  east  by 
St.  Emanuel,  on  the  south  by  Elgin,  and  on  the  west  by  Bagby. 
Additional  improvements  will  be  made  on  Main  Street  from  Pierce  at 
IH-45  to  North  MacGregor  in  the  Texas  Medical  Center  area.  Improve- 
ments will  include  reconstruction  and  resurfacing  of  traffic  lanes, 
upgrading  sidewalks,  and  construction  of  turn  lanes. 

The  Regional  Bus  Plan  service  plan  results  in  a  heavy  volume  of 
bus  operations  in  and  through  the  Downtown/Midtown  area.  Collect- 
ively, these  improvements  will  lead  to  a  significant  increase  in 
mobility  in  the  Downtown/Midtown  area  by  ensuring  readily  accessible 
streets  and  promoting  increased  ridership,  acceptable  level-of- 
service,  and  efficient  use  of  transit. 

o    Grcenva;  Plasa  Raap 

This  project  will  provide  a  ramp  connection  from  the  Southwest 
HOV  lane  to  Greenway  Plaza.  Design  and  location  of  the  ramp  are 
being  refined  in  current  engineering  work.  Two  options  are  being 
discussed  with  Greenway  Plaza  and  Texas  Department  of  Transportation 
(TxDOT)  representatives.  Local  streets  will  be  improved  to 
accommodate  bus  operations  using  the  ramp. 

The  Greenway  Plaza  ramp  will  provide  direct  access  to  one  of 
Houston's  major  activity  centers.  The  ramp  will  provide  access  for 
both  transit  vehicles  and  carpools/vanpools,  as  well  as  providing 
inner  city  access  to  the  Southwest  HOV  lane.  Direct  ramp  access  to 
Greenway  Plaza  will  result  in  travel  time  savings  and  more  efficient 
transit  operations. 

e    Bastes  Ramp  at  Quitaan 

The  ramp  facility  is  a  combination  HOV  flyover  ramp  and  north- 
bound entrance  slip  ramp,  located  just  north  of  Quitman  and  the 
Eastex  Freeway  (US  59  North) .  The  project  is  located  within  the 
current  limits  of  the  Eastex  HOV  Lane  Segment  1  project  (from  the 
Central  Business  District  to  Will  Clayton  Parkway) . 

The  HOV  interchange  facility  consists  of  a  flyover  structure  on 
the  inbound  (southbound)  side  which  will  traverse  the  southbound 
mainliuies  and  allow  HOV  traffic  into  the  outside  freeway  lane.  From 
this  outside  freeway  lane,  HOV  lane  users  can  make  connections  via 
the  US  59  mainlanes  with  either  IH-10  or  other  freeway  corridor 
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destinations.  Access  to  the  HOV  lane  for  outbound  (northbound)  buses 
zmd  other  HOV  lane  users  will  be  provided  by  an  entrance  slip  reunp 
from  the  inside  mainlanes  to  the  median  HOV  lane.  This  HOV  lane 
entrance  slip  ramp  will  be  located  north  of  the  IH-IO/US  59  inter- 
change and  north  of  Quitman. 

The  Eastex  HOV  lane  currently  has  no  entry/exit  point  between 
Downtown  and  the  North  Loop  (IH-610) .  This  ramp  facility  will 
provide  access  to  and  from  the  HOV  lane  for  local  and  express  bus 
routes  which  serve  the  near  north  side.  The  project  will  also 
provide  more  direct  access  to  and  from  IH-10  for  buses  and  other  HOV 
lane  users  without  having  to  backtrack  from  the  Central  Business 
District. 

o    Xmty  Central  Buaiaeas  Diatriot  Raiv 

The  project  includes  construction  of  a  ramp  for  high  occupancy 
vehicles  traveling  on  the  Katy  Freeway  (IH-10)  to  and  from  the 
Downto%m  Central  Business  District.  It  will  connect  the  Katy  Freeway 
mainlanes  via  a  median  slip  rzunp  west  of  Taylor  Street  to  Franklin 
Street  in  the  near  northern  portion  of  the  Central  Business  District 
(CBD). 

Construction  of  the  rednp  will  reduce  the  traffic  congestion  for 
vehicles  entering  or  exiting  Downtown.  At  present,  vehicles  from  the 
Katy  Freeway  enter/exit  Downtown  to/ from  Smith  and  Louisiana  Streets, 
respectively.  This  additional  access  will  provide  a  travel  time 
savings  while  Improving  access  to  the  Central  Business  District. 

O    Eastex  High  Occupancy  Vehicle  Lane  (Segment  2) 

Segment  2  of  the  Eastex  HOV  lane  is  a  4.5-mile  barrier-separated 
transitway  in  the  median  of  the  Eastex  Freeway  (US  59  North)  north- 
ward from  a  median  slip  ramp  located  just  south  of  Will  Clayton 
Pztrkway  to  a  location  just  south  of  Kingwood  Drive.  Segment  2 
continues  the  HOV  lane  north  of  Segment  1  (from  the  Central  Business 
District  to  Will  Clayton  Parkway) ,  which  is  currently  under 
construction.  The  4.5-mile  segment  is  planned  to  have  three 
access/egress  points. 

An  HOV  lane  T-ramp  interchange  is'  planned  near  Townsen  Boulevard 
to  access  the  To%msen  Park  &  Ride  lot  located  adjacent  to  and  on  the 
west  side  of  the  freeway.  The  primary  purpose  of  this  interchange  is 
to  provide  direct  access  between  the  median  HOV  lane  and  the  Townsen 
Park  &  Ride  lot.  It  will  also  serve  as  an  outbound  exit  opportunity 
for  other  HOV  lane  users  with  destinations  in  the  Humble  area  east  of 
the  freeway,  along  the  major  collector  route  of  FM-1960  and  to 
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Houston  Intercontinental  Airport.  A  permanent  access/egress  point 
will  also  be  located  near  Will  Clayton  Parkway.  This  grade  separated 
structure  will  serve  the  FM-1960  and  Will  Clayton  areas. 

The  northern  terminus  of  Segment  2  will  be  a  wishbone  Inter- 
change that  will  provide  access  to  the  HOV  lane  for  the  community  of 
Klngwood  and  areas  to  the  north  of  Klngwood.  The  wishbone  Inter- 
change will  also  be  the  access  and  egress  location  for  buses  serving 
the  Klngwood  Park  &  Ride  lot. 

Segment  2  of  the  Eastex  HOV  lane  project  will  Improve  travel 
time  for  high  occupancy  vehicles  and  will  Improve  the  operational 
efficiency  of  the  Eastex  Freeway. 

Construction  of  the  Segment  2  Eastex  HOV  lane- project  will  take 
place  In  conjunction  with  freeway  rehabilitation  construction  now 
under  design  by  TxDOT,  and  will  be  subject  to  terms  specified  In  a 
METRO/TxDOT  Interagency  agreement. 

o    Towns an  Park  t  Rid*  Lot 

The  Townsen  Park  &  Ride  lot  will  be  located  adjacent  to  Townsen 
Boulevard  on  the  west  side  of  US  59  North,  the  Eastex  Freeway.  The 
park  &  ride  lot  will  have  approximately  1,100  parking  spaces  with  a 
four  (4)  bus  bay  shelter  area. 

The  TxDOT  has  provided  right-of-way  for  this  park  &  ride 
facility.  A  grade  separated  ramp  will  directly  connect  the  lot  to 
the  median  HOV  lane  and  provide  access  for  buses  and  carpools. 

The  Townsen  Park  &  Ride  lot  will  relieve  overcrowding  at  the 
Klngwood  Park  &  Ride  lot,  as  well  as  provide  a  transfer  point  for 
other  local  bus  routes  sezrving  the  area. 

o    Bus  Operating  Facility 

A  new  bus  operating  facility  is  planned  for  the  near  northern 
part  of  Houston  to  accommodate  and  service  250  buses.  Routine 
maintenance  would  be  provided  at  this  facility. 

METRO'S  existing  bus  operating  facilities  (excluding  the  Buffalo 
Bayou  Facility,  a  downtown  mid-day  storage  lot)  are  near  capacity. 
The  Kashmere  garage  was  originally  designed  as  a  heavy  maintenance 
facility,  but  has  included  an  operating  division  for  many  years. 
With  adoption  of  the  Regional  Bus  Plan,  METRO'S  bus  fleet  will 
increase  by  more  than  fifty  percent  (50%)  ,  and  the  full  capacity  of 
Kashmere  will  be  needed  for  central  repair  and  heavy  maintenance.  A 
facility  in  the  near  northern  part  of  Houston  will  accommodate  the 
expanded  bus  volume  and  provide  cost  efficiencies  by  minimizing 
deadhead  mileage  on  many  routes. 
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Cantral  Control  Facility 


The  Central  Control  Facility  is  a  joint  project  between  METRO 
and  the  Texas  Department  of  Transportation  (TxDOT) .  The  facility 
will  house  staff  of  TxDOT,  METRO,  the  City  of  Houston  and  Harris 
County  to  provide  a  central  operations  center  and  support  area  for 
the  Computerized  Transportation  Management  Systems  (CTHS)  currently 
under  development.  The  CTHS  will  provide  a  coordinated  means  of 
managing  normal  daily  traffic  congestion  problems  as  well  as  incident 
management. 

CTMS  is  a  multi-agency  effort  with  interconnecting  subsystems 
including  Mainlane  Freeway  Traffic  Management  (FTN)  System;  the  High 
Occupancy  Vehicle  (HOV)  lanes;  Surveillance  Communications  &  Control 
(SC&C)  System;  and  Frontage  Road  Signal  Coordination-  Systems  (SCS) . 

The  facility  will  function  on  a  twenty-four  hour  basis 
comprising  three  8-hour  shifts  per  day,  plus  a  weekend  shift.  It 
will  be  comprised  of  two  major  functional  areas:  the  Control  Center 
with  its  support  areas  and  the  office/administrative  spaces  to  serve 
the  facility  and  staff. 

Current  plans  are  for  the  facility  to  contain  a  central  control 
room  sized  for  twenty  (20)  computer  stations  and  four  (4)  large 
display  screens  along  the  front  wall.  Associated  with  this  space 
will  be  the  computer/communications  room,  projection  room,  shift 
manager's  office,  assistant  shift  manager's  office,  observation  area 
for  guests  and  a  crisis  center  room. 

Current  plans  call  for  TxDOT  to  acquire  land,  construct  the 
building  and  purchase  the  necessary  hardware/ software;  METRO  will 
design  the  facility.  An  approximately  8.4  acres  site  has  been 
tentatively  identified  for  the  facility;  the  site  is  located  on  the 
north  side  of  Old  Katy  Road,  just  west  of  the  existing  TxDOT  District 
12  complex  and  the  Southern  Pacific  Railroad. 

Project  responsibilities  will  be  stipulated  in  an  interagency 
agreement  between  TxDOT  and  METRO,  which  is  under  development.  Each 
participating  agency  will  have  involvement  in  the  design, 
construction  and  equipment  determination/ installation  phases. 

o    Rideshar*  Computar 

METRO'S  existing  RideShare  Computer  system  was  installed  in  1979 
on  a  Datapoint  mini-system.  The  existing  hardware  is  no  longer 
manufactured  nor  are  spare  parts  readily  available.   The  software  is 
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unable  to  accommodate  the  workload  that  METRO'S  RideShare  Program 
anticipates  receiving  as  a  result  of  implementation  of  the  Federal 
Clean  Air  Act  requirements. 

This  project  will  replace  the  existing  system  with  current 
technology  and  will  allow  for  remote  access  features  which  will 
permit  employers  to  dial  into  the  system,  add  their  employees  to  the 
database,  do  on-screen  matching  and  request  printed  reports.  It  will 
also  incorporate  bus  route  information  into  the  RideShare  process, 
provide  a  method  of  accepting  a  list  of  candidates  from  electronic 
media,  access  a  Spanish  translation  program  and  provide  an  Employer 
Trip  Reduction  survey  and  analysis  capability  per  the  Federal  Clean 
Air  Act  requirements. 

o    Advanced  Transit  Sctaaduling  S7stem 

METRO'S  existing  Runcutting  and  Scheduling  system  (RUCKUS)  is 
outdated  and  time  consuming  to  use.  The  existing  hardware  is  not 
compatible  with  METRO'S  upgraded  computer  environment,  and  the 
software  is  unable  to  accommodate  the  needs  of  an  expanded  bus  fleet. 

The  project  will  replace  the  mainframe  based,  batch  mode  program 
package  with  a  microcomputer  based  set  of  programs  which  are  state  of 
the  art.  The  new  system  will  have  a  commercial  software  design,  be 
easy  to  use,  and  contain  algorithms  for  optimizing  the  number  of  bus 
blocks  at  each  garage  along  with  the  driver  run  cut.  It  is  expected 
to  yield  significant  efficiencies  in  operator  assignment.  The  new 
system  will  be  easy  to  use,  easy  to  learn  and  will  reduce  the  time 
and  effort  required  to  prepare  new  and/or  revised  schedules. 

The  project  also  will  provide  for  a  state  of  the  art  telephone 
information  system  in  Customer  Service  which  will  allow  for  more 
efficient  response  to  patrons  inquires. 

The  management  of  geographic  data  is  inherent  to  METRO,  whether 
in  bus  operations,  street  improvements  or  facilities  management.  Day 
to  day  planning  efforts,  support  services  and  data  accumulation  must 
be  coordinated. 

The  project  proposes  to  acquire  and  integrate  a  Geographic 
Information  System  in  the  management  of  this  information.  The  goal 
of  the  system  is  to  link  departmental  computer  systems  to  manage 
geographic  data  through  a  common  computer  network  and  program. 
Additionally,  this  project  will  assist  METRO  in  interchanging 
geographic  data  with  other  local  agencies. 

o    Regional  Computarisad  Traffic  Signal  System 

The  Regional  Computerized  Traffic  Signal  System  (RCTSS)  project 
provides  for  installation  of  a  state  of  the  art  traffic  signal  system 
capable  of  regional  traffic  management.   The  system  will  allow 
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traffic  signal  coordination  and  management  within  both  the  City  of 
Houston  and  Harris  County.  It  will  also  interface  with  the  freeway 
management  system  under  control  of  the  Texas  Department  of 
Transportation . 

In  Harris  County  various  agencies  are  responsible  for  controll- 
ing a  total  of  2,820  signalized  intersections  in  the  region. 
Cxirrently  there  are  approximately  forty  (40)  coordinated  signal 
systems  that  operate  on  different  time  bases.  As  a  result,  motorist 
and  buses  traveling  across  non-coordinated  signal  networks  experience 
unnecessary  delays.  Although  delays  at  traffic  signals  are 
inevitable,  the  primary  goal  of  RCTSS  is  to  minimize  these  delays. 

As  the  freeway  management  system  proposes  diversion  of  traffic 
onto  city  and  county  arterials,  an  arterial  traffic  signal  system 
must  be  in  place  to  manage  excess  traffic.  The  ultimate  number  of 
signals  under  RCTSS  control  is  estimated  at  3,000.  A  RCTSS  will  help 
optimize  the  utility  of  streets  so  they  better  serve  existing  as  well 
as  unexpected  traffic  demands  in  Harris  County. 

An  arterial  traffic  management  system  consists  of  three  major 
elements:  the  intersection  controller,  a  master  controller  and  a 
mode  of  communication  between  the  two.  The  architecture  of  RCTSS  has 
been  defined  as  a  distributed  intelligence  system.  Whereas  the 
predecessors  of  today's  traffic  management  systems  placed  all 
intelligence  at  the  central  computer,  a  distributed  system 
establishes  much  of  the  intelligence  at  the  intersection. 

The  basic  element  of  a  traffic  signal  system  is  the  individual 
signalized  intersection.  The  local  traffic  signal  controller  changes 
the  signal  indications  according  to  predetermined  settings.  It  can 
also  operate  to  timing  patterns  adjusted  from  the  analysis  of  traffic 
data  received  from  vehicle  detectors  on  the  roadway.  Today's  solid 
state  controllers  are  very  capable  of  these  functions. 

The  second  element,  the  logic  device,  provides  system  commands 
to  each  intersection  controller  on-line.  This  device  sends  a 
synchronization  signal  throughout  the  system  to  keep  all 
intersections  coordinated.  It  can  take  the  form  of  a  field  master 
controller  or  a  more  complex  computer  which,  from  a  remote  location, 
performs  every  function  normally  performed  by  the  intersection 
controllers.  In  the  distributed  system,  the  logic  occurs  at  two 
levels,  the  master  controller  and  at  a  central  computer.  The  master 
controller  will  perform  the  majority  of  work  by  maintaining 
synchronization  and  adjusting  time  plans  for  existing  demand.  The 
central  computer  in  a  distributed  system  serves  as  a  monitor,  data 
collector  and  provides  manual  override.  Its  capabilities  are  better 
utilized  if  the  controller  can  store  timing  plans  and  a  subarea 
master  manages  these  timing  plans  on  a  routine  basis. 
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The  final  element  is  the  connection  between  the  intersection 
controller  and  logic  devices.  The  capabilities  of  the  communication 
mode  normally  set  the  level  of  sophistication  and  requirements  for 
the  other  two  elements  depending  on  the  intensity  of  communications 
needed  between  logic  device  and  controller. 

The  benefits  of  a  Regional  Computerized  Traffic  Signal  System 
fall  into  two  categories:  motorist  benefits  and  system  user 
benefits.  Motorist  benefits  include  overall  decrease  in  travel  times 
and  delay  and  reduced  number  of  stops.  These  stem  from  the 
interconnection  and  timing  optimization  of  traffic  signals. 
Installation  of  computerized  traffic  management  systems  have  also 
shown  subsequent  improvements  in  air  quality.  Fuel  consumption  and 
vehicle  user  costs  are  anticipated  to  decrease  as  well. 

Other  benefits  anticipated,  though  not  as  easily  quantified  as 
those  mentioned  above,  are  malfunction  monitoring,  maintenance 
savings,  accessibility  of  data  to  engineers  and  flexibility  of 
operation  from  remote  locations.  These  benefits  are  seen  directly  by 
the  office  personnel  that  operate  the  signal  system,  but  the  savings 
resulting  from  more  efficient  operation  at  the  control  center  flow 
down  to  the  traveler. 

o    Automatic  Passenger  Counter 

Reliable  information  regarding  passenger  loading  characteristics 
on  individual  bus  routes  is  imperative  in  order  to  respond  to  the 
dynamics  of  service  demand  in  the  METRO  region.  Needed  cost  effect- 
iveness is  compromised  when  anecdotal  sampling  and  gross  summary 
estimation  are  the  only  sources  of  information.  METRO  therefore 
proposes  to  install  Automatic  Passenger  Counters  on  approximately 
1600  buses  to  accurately  determine  on-board  bus  passenger  loading 
information. 

While  up-coming  automated  fare  collection  methodologies  will 
enhance  the  accuracy  of  boarding  passenger  details,  alightings  must 
still  be  inferred.  An  automatic  record  of  passenger  boardings  and 
alightings  with  currently  available  equipment  has  been  attempted  with 
questionable  accuracy.  A  reasonably  high  technology  solution  using 
multiple  light  beams  appears  to  offer  the  accuracy  previously 
lacking. 

However,  in  consideration  of  the  anticipated  high  cost  of  light 
beam  units  installed  on  individual  buses,  METRO  has  explored  other 
options.  A  lower  unit  cost  solution  (seat  switches)  will  be 
installed  throughout  the  fleet  to  identify  routes  or  segments  where 
"probe"  vehicles  will  be  assigned.  "Probe"  vehicles  will  have  both 
light  beam  and  seat  switch  units,  and  will  be  used  only  in  the 
locations  where  needed.   The  assignment  of  probe  vehicles  will  be 
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based  on  consistent  loads  in  excess  of  seated  capacity.  This 
approach  is  intended  to  provide  the  details  necessary  for  schedule 
adjustments  instead  of  the  labor  intensive  means  that  is  currently 
used. 

Ultimate  integration  of  this  project  into  METRO'S  Smart  Bus 
concept  will  utilize  these  sensors  as  components  in  the  planned 
vehicle  data  network. 

o    Automatic  Vehicle  Locator 

Significant  benefits  are  anticipated  from  the  ability  to 
determine,  accurately  and  in  real  time,  the  location  of  all  vehicles 
in  a  transportation  fleet.  While  technology  is  emerging,  costs  are 
being  reduced.  After  demonstration  and  evaluation,  METRO  plans  to 
equip  its  vehicle  fleet  with  the  most  cost  effective  combination  of 
technology  and  methodology  and  incorporate  the  result  into  the  Smart 
Bus  or  vehicle  data  network.  At  least  one  additional  demonstration 
of  concept  implementation  is  anticipated  prior  to  a  system-wide 
solution  procurement. 

o    LKO  Component  for  all  Buses 

To  comply  with  State  law  and  Federal  Clean  Air  Act  requirements, 
METRO  has  implemented  an  Alternative  Fuel  program.  The  METRO  Board 
of  Directors  has  chosen  Liquefied  Natural  Gas  (LNG)  as  the 
alternative  fuel  of  choice,  and  new  bus  piirchases  include  LNG 
systems . 

METRO  has  committed  to  fund  the  "base"  cost  of  replacement  buses 
under  the  Section  9  program;  a  separate  grant  application  will  be 
submitted  for  this  request. 

This  project  requests  Federal  funding  for  the  alternative  fuel 
con^onents  of  vehicles  funded  under  the  Section  9  program. 

o    Transit  Street  Reconstruction 

The  Transit  Street  Reconstruction  project  consists  of  resurf- 
acing emd  reconstruction  of  a  number  of  streets  which  are  badly 
deteriorated.  METRO  has  determined  that  many  streets  in  Houston  are 
in  very  poor  condition.  The  wear  and  tear  on  buses  using  these 
streets  is  significant,  resulting  in  increased  maintenance  costs. 
METRO  believes  that  improved  conditions  will  help  extend  the  useful 
life  of  the  bus  fleet. 

Additionally,  through  experience  with  other  street  reconstruct- 
ion projects,  METRO  has  determined  that  improved  street  conditions 
result  in  a  quicker  and  smoother  ride  for  passengers,  thus  improving 
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the  overall  system  efficiency.  By  improving  the  quality  of  the  ride, 
more  passengers  are  attracted  to  the  system  and  ridership  will 
improve. 

RBOIOWAL  BDS  PIAN  BOPGBT  AMD  OBLIGATIOH  BCHEDOLB 

The  Regional  Bus  Plan  total  cost  of  $1,194  billion  is  proposed 
for  50/50  federal/METRO  funding.  A  preliminary  engineering  grant  in 
the  amount  of  $6.4  million  was  awarded  in  fiscal  year  1992.  The 
first  construction  grant  is  in  the  amount  of  $188.6  million.  Future 
grant  requests  will  total  $404.5  million. 

Table  1  details  the  budget  and  obligation  schedule  for  the 
various  Regional  Bus  Plan  elements.  Table  2  summarizes  the  grant 
award  schedule  necessary  to  support  the  budget/obligation  schedule. 
Figure  2  illustrates  the  history  of  appropriations  and  obligations. 

PISCAL  YBAR  X994  APPROPRIATION  REODEST 

Since  the  onset  of  METRO'S  long  range  transit  program  in  fiscal 
year  1989,  METRO  has  sought  appropriations  at  an  even  level  of 
approximately  $50  million  per  year  in  order  to  avoid  large  appro- 
priations requests  during  peak  spending  periods.  Congress  has 
responded  favorably  to  this  approach  by  appropriating  significant 
funding  prior  to  the  time  of  actual  obligations.  METRO  recognizes 
that  the  increasing  demands  for  limited  resources  has  made  this 
approach  more  difficult  to  sustain.  Last  year  Houston  METRO 
committed  to  Congress  that  it  would  obligate  slightly  over  one-half 
of  the  accumulated  appropriations.  By  the  end  of  fiscal  year  1993, 
METRO  will  have  actually  obligated  over  75%  of  the  previous  appropri- 
ations. 

METRO  further  recognizes  that  the  call  upon  available  funding 
has  not  diminished  and  the  emphasis  on  economic  stimulus  makes 
progrzuDS  that  can  immediately  obligate  appropriated  funds  more 
attractive.  Accordingly,  METRO'S  fiscal  year  1994  appropriations 
request  is  for  an  amount  that  can  be  obligated  within  fiscal  year 
1994.  That  amount  is  $40.5  million.  Table  3  details  the  appropri- 
ations and  obligations  that  yield  this  amount.  This  will,  however, 
require  future  appropriations  of  $97.3  million  in  fiscal  year  1995, 
$69.7  million  in  fiscal  year  1996  and  $67.0  million  in  fiscal  year 
1997  to  fund  the  Regional  Bus  Plan  on  its  current  schedule. 

COHCLP8IOH 

Houston  METRO'S  Regional  Bus  Plan  is  moving  rapidly  to  becoming 
a  reality.  Facilities  design  and  right-of-way  acquisitions  are  well 
underway.   Fiscal  year  1994  will  see  significant  construction. 
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Jobs  are  being  created  locally  and  in  manufacturing  and  supply 
throughout  the  nation  by  the  Regional  Bus  Plan.  The  first  construct- 
ion grant  alone  will  generate  over  3,000  jobs  annually.  The  total 
program  will  generate  over  9,600  jobs  annually. 

Houston's  transit  patrons  experienced  extraordinary  service 
Improvements  in  the  80 's.  The  90 's  will  see  even  more  dramatic 
improvements  and  the  Regional  Bus  Plan  offers  the  patrons  of  the  2 1st 
century  energy  efficient,  environmentally  friendly,  rapid,  safe  and 
comfortable  service. 
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TABLE  3 


HOUSTON  METRO 

REGIONAL  BUS  PLAN  OBLIGATION  SCHEDULE 

($  Millions) 

Federal  funds  available  through  FY1993:  $195.2 

Obligations  through  FY1993 

Preliminary  engineering  grant  (    6.0) 

1st  Engineering/construction  grant  (  141.8) 

Available  at  FY1994  start  $  47.4 

Scheduled  for  FY1994  obligation 

Preliminary  engineering  grant  (     .4) 

1st  Engineering/construction  grant  (   38.4) 

Available  at  FY1994  end  $   8.6 

Required  for  2nd  Engineering/construction  grant  $  49.1 

Available  from  previous  authorization  (   8.6) 

impropriation  required  for  FY1994  progreun  $  40.5 
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Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you,  mayor.  You  have  already  delivered  on  a 
pledge  many  times.  We  were  fortunate  also  to  have  Bill  Burge  from 
Houston  Metro,  Chairman  of  Metro. 

Mr.  Burge,  you  want  to  say  a  few  words  here? 

Mr.  Burge.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Before  I  do  start  into  a  few  brief  remarks,  I  was  told  to  keep  it 
short  and  brief  to  keep  your  respect.  Obviously,  I  qualified  on  the 
first  part  because  I  am  short,  so  I  have  covered  that. 

I  would  like  to  introduce  Bob  MacLennan,  who  is  our  general 
manager;  also  with  us  today  from  Houston,  Texas,  is  Holcombe 
Crosswell,  another  board  member;  and  Dennis  Gardner,  our  gener- 
al counsel,  and  Dave  Walden,  who  is  Chief  of  Staff  for  Mayor 
Lanier. 

I  would  just  like  to  really  keep  it  short  and  ad-lib  a  little  bit  off 
of  what  the  mayor  has  said.  But  in  1988,  we  got  a  directive  from 
the  voters  to  run  both  an  excellent  transit  agency  and  solve  our 
traffic  problems.  It  was  reinforced  with  the  election  of  Bob  Lanier 
as  the  mayor  of  Houston. 

We  are  moving  ahead,  as  you  know,  with  a  billion  dollar  bus  pro- 
gram for  better  bus  as  our  backbone.  Over  100  miles  of  HOV. 
When  completed,  we  will  have  the  largest  HOV  system  in  the 
world. 

In  addition  to  that,  we  are  moving  forward  with  preservation  of 
railroad  corridors,  as  Mayor  Lanier  alluded  to,  with  the  demonstra- 
tion for  commuter  rail.  We  think,  with  those  big-ticket  items  before 
us,  we  have  a  network  as  we  go  20  years  in  the  future  to  be  ahead 
of  the  curve.  And  if  we  are  ahead  of  the  curve,  then  we  will  not 
come  to  you  for  large  dollars  such  as  some  of  these  cities  that  wake 
up  after  it  is  too  late. 

There  is  an  article  in  Urban  Land  Institute,  which  I  think  Tom 
DeLay  has,  which  talks  about  the  fact  that  Houston  takes  a  busi- 
ness-like approach  to  regaining  mobility.  And  that  is  exactly  what 
Bob  Lanier  stands  for.  And  that  is  what  Metro  stands  for.  When  we 
come  to  you  all,  the  dollars  will  make  sense. 

We  have  a  general  mobility  program  which  is  funded  with  25 
percent  of  our  sales  tax,  which  we  use  in  tandem  with  your  Federal 
dollars  to  make  sure  we  integrate  these  systems  together. 

With  that  in  place,  we  are  set  to  address  the  Clean  Air  Act.  As 
Mayor  Lanier  has  alluded  to,  we  can  address  it  in  three  ways:  one 
with  clean  fuel,  which  is  our  LNG,  which  we  are  moving  forward  to 
equip  all  of  our  buses;  secondly,  with  the  HOV,  it  allows  for  exclu- 
sive car  pools  and  our  buses;  and,  thirdly,  by  monitoring  and  man- 
aging traffic  is  the  most  cost-effective  way  to  move  traffic  quickly, 
and,  therefore,  cut  down  pollutants. 

I  think  that  if  we,  as  a  city,  can  continue  on  the  road  we  are 
going  with  some  level  funding,  we  currently  have  $188  million, 
which  we  hope  you  all  have  been  so  gracious  to  work  with  us  and 
should  be  kicked  loose  hopefully  within  the  next  few  days — ^by  1994 
we  will  have  obligated  all  of  our  money  in  addition  to  40  and  a  half 
million  dollars,  which  I  would  like  to  respectively  ask  the  commit- 
tee today  that  they  consider  for  our  fiscal  year  1994  funding. 

We  feel  that  in  light  of  Metro's  past  credibility,  our  ability  to 
come  with  a  cost-effective  system  and  our  ability  to  move  quickly, 
not  only  will  there  be  job  creation  but,  more  importantly,  there 
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will  be  an  answer  to  mobility  in  a  way  such  that  Houston  will, 
once  again,  be  a  premiere  city — as  it  has  in  the  past — as  we  go  for- 
ward in  the  next  20  years. 

So,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  appreciate  being  able  to  make  these  brief 
comments.  And  we  stand  ready  for  questions. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you.  I  want  to  mention  to  you,  just  before  call- 
ing on  my  friend  from  Tex£is,  that  Mr.  Coleman  was  here  earlier 
and  wanted  to  extend  his  best  wishes  to  you.  He  wanted  to  be  here. 
He  was  here  earlier,  but  he  had  another  conflict  that  he  had  to 
scurry  away  to. 

Mr.  DeLay. 

Mr.  DeLay.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  and — this  committee 
knows  and  people  in  the  audience  know  why  everyone  always 
wants  the  dean  of  our  Texas  delegation  to  introduce  you.  Because 
of  his  eloquence  and  his  levity,  he  always  creates  a  warm  feeling; 
and  we  appreciate  the  Chairman  being  here.  And  Mr.  Mayor  and 
Elyse,  thank  you  for  being  here. 

If  I  may  ask  a  couple  of  questions,  Mr.  Chairman,  regarding  a 
few  things  that  have  been  coming  up  in  the  paper  and  maybe  in 
the  minds  of  the  subcommittee.  Last  week  I  asked  a  question  re- 
garding the  granting  of  funds  that  have  been  appropriated  by  this 
committee  of  the  Secretary  of  Transportation. 

What  is  the  status  of  those  funds?  Have  you  heard  from  them 
and  can  you  give  us  some  idea  as  to  what  problems  the  FTA  is 
having  in  going  ahead  and  granting  those  funds? 

Mr.  BuRGE.  Well,  as  of  late  Friday,  Congressman  DeLay,  we  feel 
like  we  probably  have  taken  the  logjam  and  moved  it  down  the 
road  and  moved  it  right  here  to  Washington,  D.C.  We  did  get  basi- 
cally a  concurrence  from  the  Fort  Worth  office  that  all  the  items 
that  we  thought  were  an  integral  part  of  our  regional  mobility 
system  were  included.  There  were  a  few  items,  but  they  are  only  $5 
or  $6  million.  We  plan  to  go  back  to  Fort  Worth  Tuesday  to  work 
out  those  differences  and  hopefully  be  up  here  within  that  same 
week  in  the  grants  department  to  sign  off.  So  I  think  that  we  see 
daylight  at  the  end  of  the  tunnel. 

We  just  ask,  in  order  for  us  to  proceed  quickly  with  the  obliga- 
tions, which  we  are  ready  to  do,  that  this  committee  continue  to 
monitor  it  closely  for  us;  but  we  feel  like  through  your  support  and 
help  of  what  we  are  doing,  that  we  have— should  have  a  quick 
answer,  one  that  we  want. 

Mr.  DeLay.  So  you  feel  pretty  comfortable  that  FTA,  even 
though  we  don't  have  an  administrator  yet  feels  comfortable  with 
Houston's  Regional  Bus  Plan.  They  have  checked  it  all  out?  They 
are  not  going  to  give  us  any  trouble  this  year  or  next  year? 

Mr.  BuRGE.  I  think  we  have  convinced  them  that  the  $160  mil- 
lion, which  is  roughly  what  we  have  on  our  downtown  streets  and 
that  downtown  terminal  are — that  was  the  biggest  issue.  Once  they 
got  into  the  other  items,  the  high-tech  items,  traffic  management, 
that  were  so  key,  they  bought  into.  So  we  are  now  fighting  amongst 
that  one  topic  and  I  think  we  are  there.  But  we  do  need  to  get  this 
thing  behind  us  within  the  next  week  or  so.  It  is  something  that  if 
it  drags  on,  as  things  will  do,  it  will  damage  our  ability  to  move 
forward  and  obligate  this  money,  and  they  are  set  to  go. 

Mr.  DeLay.  In  your  testimony  you  are  asking  for  $40.5  million? 
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Mr.  BuRGE.  Yes. 

Mr.  DeLay.  We  have  been  asking  for  $50  million  over  the  years. 
Give  me  an  idea  of  why  you  asked  for  $40.5  million  and  emphasize 
what  that  means  to  spikes  in  later  years. 

Mr.  BuRGE.  That  was  the  concern  we — ^what  we  were  going  to 
come  to  in  1995  or  hit  you  up — in  the  87,  $89  million  range.  And 
what  we  have  always  consistently  wanted  to  come  to  you  with  a 
level  of  $50,  $60,  $70  million  and  avoid  these  spikes;  it  also  allows 
us  a  constant  flow  of  our  contracts  in  dollars. 

We  have — out  of  respect  to  where  the  budget  cuts  may  come,  we 
have  looked  in  and  said,  why  don't  we  try  to  live  within  what  we 
can  actually  obligate  in  1994,  which  is  the  $40.5  million,  and  that  is 
really  how  we  came  to  the  conclusion  to  ask  for  nothing  more  than 
what  we  could  obligate.  But  from  a  standpoint  of  leveling  out,  we 
could  work  through  with  a  $50  to  $60  million. 

Mr.  DeLay.  To  reemphasize  that,  what  this  $40.5  million  repre- 
sents is  the  amount  of  money  plus — let  me  back  up. 

If  this  grant  is  approved  by  the  FTA,  Metro  will  be  able  to  obli- 
gate 75  percent  of  the  funds  before  the  end  of  FY  93.  Is  that  cor- 
rect? 

Mr.  BuRGE.  Yes,  for  this  year. 

Mr.  DeLay.  So,  the  40.5  plus  the  25  percent  that  is  left  is  what 
you  can  obligate  before  the  end  of  FY  94? 

Mr.  Burge.  That  is  exactly  right. 

Mr.  DeLay.  But  that  puts  us  in  a  different  position  than  this 
committee  has  taken  in  the  past  of  tr5dng  to  level  off  any  spikes 
that  may  happen. 

Mr.  Burge.  Yes. 

Mr.  DeLay.  Mr.  MacLennan,  regarding  Federal  obligations  and 
spending,  how  much — does  the  obligation  and  outlay  rate  acceler- 
ate? Well,  you  have  already  answered  that,  I  think.  Yes. 

As  a  measure  of  Houston's  strong  commitment  to  this  project, 
you  have  offered  to  fund  this  program  at  a  50/50  split.  What  is  the 
total  estimated  cost  of  the  program  today? 

Mr.  Burge.  $1.2  billion. 

Mr.  DeLay.  Can  you  detail  for  the  committee  how  you  intend  to 
meet  your  share  of  the  capital  costs? 

Mr.  Burge.  Grenerally  it  is  going  to  be  through — our  sales  tax 
revenues  will  be  the  majority  of  it  and  the  interest  on  those  funds 
will  be  the  majority  way  that  we  will  do  it,  but  we  will  have — in 
addition  to  that,  we  have  our  fare  revenues  and  we  have  some 
State  and  county  funds  in  there  too  that  will  be  doing  matching 
projects. 

Mr.  DeLay.  You  mentioned  in  your  statement  that  the  regional 
bus  plan  will  be  complemented  by  a  locally  funded  traffic  manage- 
ment program.  Can  you  describe  this  program  and  any  other  local 
initiatives  Houston  has  taken  on  its  own  to  support  the  regional 
bus  plan? 

Mr.  Burge.  Of  course,  our  CTC,  which  is  our  command  center, 
will  be  the  focus  of  what  we  are  talking  about;  but  we  have — in  ad- 
dition to  that,  we  have,  as  the  mayor  has  alluded  to,  our  event 
management.  We  have  a  system  called  MAP,  which  is  our  motors 
assistance  program,  incident  management  where  we  get  in  and  get 
the  wrecks  off  the  freeway  quickly,  a  combination  of  those,  going  to 
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synchronizing  all  of  our  street  lights  and  looking  at  various  smart 
systems,  such  as  that  to  integrate  the  traffic  management. 

Bob,  you  may  want  to  kick  in  an  item  or  two. 

Mr.  MacLennan.  Let  me  just  add  to  that,  we  have  a  general  mo- 
bility program,  that  is  our  term  for  it,  that  relates  to  the  construc- 
tion, reconstruction  and  maintenance  of  the  major  arterials  and 
major  collectors  in  town,  as  well  as  intersection  improvements  and 
grade  separations.  We  provide  25  percent  of  our  sales  tax  income  to 
that  part  of  the  program.  Balancing  that,  we  ask  for  participation 
from  the  city,  the  county,  as  well  as  private  citizen  groups,  to  sup- 
port the  program. 

We  have  been  very  effective  in  getting  a  50/50  match  on  that 
program  which  has  no  Federal  money  in  it.  That  particular  pro- 
gram has  a  bottom  line  value  of — itself,  of  about  $1.9  billion  today, 
half  of  it  funded  by  Metro  and  the  other  half  funded  by  these  other 
entities,  even  to  private  citizen  associations.  We  actually  get  checks 
from  private  civic  groups  towards  the  construction  and  mainte- 
nance of  some  of  the  roads  in  town. 

Mr.  DeLay.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  appreciate  you  letting  me  take  this 
little  extra  time,  because  I  think  it  is  really  important  to  empha- 
size things  like  that  that  show  that  Houston  is  really  on  the  cut- 
ting edge  of  true  intermodalism  and  showing  how  all  these  entities 
and  authorities  come  together  and  work  together,  including  the 
private  sector. 

I  wish  Utah  would  have  stayed  and  seen  some  of  this.  I  think  you 
would  have  answered  some  of  their  questions  about  what  they  were 
doing. 

But  let  me  get  to  a  little  controversy,  Mr.  Mayor.  I  do  appreciate 
the  hands-on  approach  that  you  take  to  that  office,  and  because 
you  do  take  such  a  hands-on  approach,  you  get  into  some  contro- 
versy. I  have  noticed  lately  that  some  of  the  editorial  pages  and  the 
columns  in  our  Houston  papers  are  calling  for  rail  to  return,  and 
there  has  been  some  controversy  regarding  the  use  of  transit  dol- 
lars to  fund  nontransit  activities.  In  fact,  the  Houston  Chronical  re- 
ported that,  quote,  "A  key  part  of  Metro's  plan  was  rejected,"  close 
quote.  Is  that  an  accurate  statement? 

Mr.  Lanier.  I  don't  think  so.  They  pretty  much  from  date  of  in- 
ception to  date — first  of  all,  Metro  was  funded  as  a  general  mobili- 
ty agency.  The  statute  says  it  builds  the  transit  system  and  has  the 
ability  to  move  into  general  mobility  matters  such  as  streets,  roads, 
highways,  traffic  management.  That  is  what  it  says;  that  is  what  it 
was  originally  voted  to  do.  From  date  of  inception,  we  spent  rough- 
ly 9  percent  of  the  funds  in  the  general  mobility  area. 

Five  years  ago,  the  voters  voted  to  spend  at  least  25  percent  of 
Metro  funds  on  general  mobility  matters.  During  those  five  years, 
including  my  first  year  of  service,  we  have  spent  less  than  that  25 
percent.  We  are  not  yet  up  to  the  minimum  voted  and  mandated 
by  the  voters. 

With  respect  to  the  editorial  in  the  other  paper  that  interpreted 
a  poll  they  did  as  sort  of  a  cry  that  we  are  moving  too  slowly  on 
rail,  the  weakness  there  was  in  their  math.  If  you — it  had  two 
questions  and  you  had  to  perform  the  complex  task  of  interrelating 
one  question  to  the  other  in  order  to  get  the  numbers.  And  the 
numbers  basically  were  that  26  percent  of  the  people  thought  rail 
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was  very  important,  37  percent  thought  it  wasn't  important  at  all; 
and  then  the  rest,  who  were  kind  of  in  the  middle,  said,  hey,  it  de- 
pends on  the  particular  rail  system,  whether  it  works  or  not. 

For  the  last  15  years,  the  poll  data  in  Houston  has  pretty  much 
been  in  the  range  of  30  percent  like  rail,  in  the  range  of  30  percent 
don't,  and  the  40  percent  in  the  middle  want  one  that  works  and 
doesn't  want  one  that  doesn't  work.  That  is  about  where  it  is  now 
except  the  support  for  rail  has  moved  from  about  30  percent  down 
to  26  percent.  Perhaps  that  is  a  mandate.  If  so,  it  is  barely  percepti- 
ble. 

Mr.  DeLay.  Thank  you.  Mayor  and  Chairman  and  Bob  MacLen- 
nan  and  particularly  you.  Dean,  for  appearing  today.  You  always 
do  a  good  job  and  make  us  proud  in  Houston,  who  has  their  hands 
on  our  transportation  problems. 

And  let  me  just  say  for  this  panel,  Mr.  Chairman,  again,  that 
Houston  greatly  appreciates  the  support  that  this  subcommittee 
has  always  given  and  the  Chairman  has  always  given  to  our  trans- 
portation needs. 

Mr.  MacLennan.  Let  me  add  a  couple  of  sentences  to  the  ques- 
tion about  traffic  management,  because  I  really  think  that  is  where 
the  future  of  traffic  in  our  country  is  and  in  our  city. 

In  Houston,  if  you  look  at  the  use  of  the  arteries,  the  capacity 
that  is  there,  and  the  occupancy  of  vehicles,  you  will  see  that  we 
are  using  less  than  10  percent  of  our  transportation  capacity,  less 
than  10  percent.  If  we  could  increase  the  capacity  utilization  by  5 
percent — and  I  think  that  is  easily  doable,  that  is,  increasing  capac- 
ity utilization  by  5  percent,  which  you  do  by  putting  a  few  more 
people  per  car,  by  spreading  traffic,  by  doing  a  few  other  things — 
that  is  equal  to  15  years  traffic  growth  in  a  capital-neutral  situa- 
tion. That  means  if  you  can  manage  up  the  capacity  utilization 
from  something  under,  say  from  9  to  14,  you  would  accommodate 
15  years  of  growth  with  no  loss  of  space. 

I  use  that  example  to  show  just  the  enormous  potential  that 
exists  there.  If  you  do  1  percent,  increasing  capacity  utilization, 
you  accommodate  three  year's  growth  of  traffic — enormous  statis- 
tics in  my  opinion.  And  if  you  realize,  next,  that  is  focused  on  a  few 
key  areas,  like  the  Astrodome,  medical  Center,  so  forth,  it  focuses 
it  even  more  tightly  on  the  problem. 

Mr.  DeLay.  Thank  you.  Mayor.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  want  to  add  my — what  I  might  say,  the  endorsement 
of  the  philosophy  of  Houston.  I  think  you  have  hit  the  nail  on  the 
head  when  you  talk  about  management.  It  is  something  that  we 
don't  get  into  that  much  here,  and  we  probably  should;  and  I  must 
say  that  having  sat  through  hours  and  hours  and  hours  of  testimo- 
ny by  various  transit  properties  who  want  to  buy  things,  we  get 
very,  very  little  from  the  standpoint  of  how  do  you  manage  better 
the  things  we  have. 

It  seems  as  though  communities  all  over  America  want  to  get 
things,  and  get  them  with  Federal  dollars  if  they  can;  and  I  think 
your  last  point  about  managing  the  resources  we  have  better  may 
reduce  the  need  that  we  have  for  things,  capital  assets  and  the 
like. 
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Mayor,  I  have  one  more  question  for  you,  but  before  I  do,  Mr. 
Burge,  you  said  that  you  could  obligate  $40.5  million.  What  would  be 
the  spend-out  rate  of  that? 

Mr.  Burge.  Our  general  manager  says  it  would  be  slower  than 
that  because  of  going  through  the 

Mr.  MacLennan.  We  have  some  projects  that  we  can  put  imme- 
diately into  construction,  but  practically  speaking,  a  significant 
portion  of  this  is  related  to  design  work.  We  have  only  been  author- 
ized, to  date,  for  preliminary  engineering.  We  still  need  to  prepare 
some  final  designs  in  order  to  develop  that  spend-out. 

Mr.  Carr.  What  dollar  figure  would  you  need  from  the  stand- 
point of  cash  flow? 

Mr.  MacLennan.  I  can  provide  that  to  you.  I  don't  have  it  with 
us. 

Mr.  Carr.  Okay,  thank  you. 

This  is  a  bit  off  the  subject  of  today's  hearing;  however,  just  re- 
cently we  have  held  a  hearing  on  high  speed  rail,  and  we  had  testi- 
mony from  Mr.  Salci  of  the  Texas  TGV,  we  had  a  briefing 
from  Morrison-Knudsen,  a  major  participant  of  that  effort,  and  we 
have  also  had  Herb  Kelleher  from  Southwest  Airlines  testify  before 
the  committee.  While  it  isn't  typically  the  discussion  here  today,  I 
can't  miss  the  opportunity  to  have  Houston's  mayor  and  a  person 
who  has  made  a  reputation  of  arguing  for  managing  better  what 
we  have  instead  of  having  grandiose  things,  does  that  same  philoso- 
phy fit  with  the  rail? 

Mr.  Lanier.  Probably.  They — the  problem,  first  of  all,  I  don't 
think — I  served  on  a  high  speed  rail  agency  for  awhile,  and  when 
they  got  the  authorizing  statute  in  Texas,  we  opposed  it  up  to  the 
point — at  that  point  they  said  they  could  build  with  private  bond 
funds. 

I  didn't  believe  that.  So  we  opposed  putting  any  State  tax  money 
into  it,  and  they  got  the  ability  to  get  a  franchise  if  they  could  do  it 
without  State  money. 

I  don't  believe  the  high  speed  rail  can  be  built  anywhere  without 
substantial  Federal  assistance.  I  think  if  the  Federal  Government 
decides  to  do  that,  I  believe  the  Dallas-Houston  leg  is  relatively  at- 
tractive because  you  have  got  a  kind  of  right-of-way  with  a  mini- 
mum of  environmental  and  other  types  of  problems  and  the  dis- 
tance is  about  right. 

Having  said  that,  I  think  the  high  speed  rail  faces  the  basic  diffi- 
culty that  it  is  difficult  to  attract  passengers  off  a  mode  that  moves 
faster  onto  a  mode  that,  on  a  net  basis,  moves  slower.  And  you  can 
hire  consultants  until  the  world  looks  level,  and  I  have  thought, 
after  you  do  that,  if  you  are  asking  people  to  get  off  something  that 
moves  fast  onto  something  that  moves  slower,  you  need  a  wonder- 
ful salesperson.  And  I  don't  think  that  has  worked  from  steam- 
ships, to  rail  in  the  cities,  to  buses. 

If  you  look  at  effective  travel  time  and  you  look  at  whether  or 
not,  when  they  get  there,  they  have  got  something  to  make  the 
second  and  third  trip  and  look  at  parking  and  so  forth,  I  think  you 
can  pretty  accurately  predict  motion  entities'  ridership.  I  think  if 
we  have  a  high  speed  rail  network  in  this  country  we  are  going  to 
have  enormous  capital  expense.  If  I  were  voting,  I  would  put  that 
expense  into  managing  and  maintaining  the  system  that  we  have. 
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If  you  are  going  to  do  it  anyway,  I  think  the  Dall£is-to-Houston 
line  is  a  pretty  good  competitor. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you,  Mayor.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Burge.  Thank  you. 
It  has  been  a  pleasure  having  you  here. 

[Additional  information  submitted  by  Hon.  Tom  DeLay  follows:] 
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In  *«  early  [<iiOt,  die  SunUlt's  "guMtn 
buckle"  bootnetJ  iiid  infnutnicture  could  not 
keep  up.  So  traffic  piled  up.  While  tMi  nceiwrio 
repeated  iiself  in  cicy  jficr  city  in  the  Unlttd 
Stitu  in  the  I970i  «nd  IWOs,  Houimn  (uund  i 
w«y  out  thrnugli  It5  priviie  jector.  BujIneM  le«d«n 
made  »  Jeriouf  effort  to  find  out  how  bud  thing*  re- 
illy  were  and  what  it  would  uka  to  fi«  them.  And 
tticy  speirhcided  die  prognin  lo  do  loiiiethinf  to 
re.itore  mobility. 


Thi  Riglonal  MoUIRy  Plin 

Hi>u.iton  WI1  DMc  uf  tl\e  early  benenciarict  ufdie 
nuxlem  highway  building  era.  Ita  freeways  and  tlte- 
rlil  icrectt  ofTered  Houatoniani  a  high  leval  of  nw- 
biiity  dun'ng  the  IVfiOi.  Between  1970  and  1980, 
jiowever,  freewoy  capacity  wu  incrtaaed  by  only  U 
percent,  while  dtily  travel  more  dun  doubled.  Av- 
erage afternoon  ruih  hour  freeway  apeedi  dropped 
fti)m  }7  to  24  milet  per  hour,  and  congestion  spmd 
diroughout  much  of  die  metrogKilinn  area  imd  much 
of  die  day.  At  tlie  mine  time,  die  ailing  dty  bua  lyi- 
tsin  wa.5  struggling  to  lurvive. 

Rescue  of  the  bui  system  caine  first.  In  1978| 
voters  created  the  Metropolitan  Transit  Andiority 
of  Harria  County  (MTA),  Winded  by  a  1  percenc 
sales  taa.  Then,  in  1981,  die  ilouston  Chamber  of 
Commerce  established  a  transportation  cununltae, 
headed  by  die  late  John  Turner  (a  Houston  devel- 
oper), which  assembled  all  of  die  agencies  needed 
*to  identify  trans|Kjrtition  projects  diat  will  provide 
substandally  improved  mobility  diroughout  die 
Houston  area." 

Representatives  Iroin  public  tnd  privite  sector 
interests  futmed  two  groups  to  explore  ways  of 
meeting  die  mobility  goal.  The  so-called  'iu|>ef- 
group'  wu  a  coaiidon  of  higli-laval  elected  offiaats, 
exeeudve  brandi  offidak,  and  dvic/buiinesa  lead- 
ers. It  included  Hou.itoo'$  nuyor,  Harris  County's 
chief  elected  official,  the  State  Higliwsy  Commii- 
ainn  chair,  die  Metropolitan  Transit  Authority 
(Metro)  chair,  and  Turner  representing  die  Qum- 
ber'>  tninsporticion  cormnittes.  The  lecond  group 
was  a  ttdinicil  committee  of  operadng  agenda 
chaired  by  Donald  Wllliims,  then  president  of  the 
Rice  Center. 

The  basic  surtlng  Idea  was  that  die  v»r<mi(  fie- 
mcnis  of  die  traaiportadon  system  ■■arterial  streets, 
fireewa)'S  and  tollwayn,  buses,  high-oceuptncy-vehieii 
(HOV)  fadlities,  and  high-capadty  tmuhways— «« 
interdependent.  Ail  would  have  to'te  considcnd  In 
planning  i  irtnspnrauiun  jtystem  for  greater  HautttM. 

Tlie  two  group*  identified  impruvcmenti  that 
were  needed  to  meet  current  demand,  to  eompiata 
die  system,  end  to  serve  new  growdi.  And  chey  tad- 
mated  the  costs  of  meeting  mobility  goals.  Thdr 
budget  fur  attaining  an  acocpcible  level  of  mobility 
vras  not  limited  by  existing  revenuei. 


An  U  lltr  tmflfe  CMiuiion:  dhinott  (he  prebltm,  ditirmlni  Uii 
a>n,uuiiinaowthieasL 

Houston  Takes 
A  Businesslike 
Approacli  to 
Regaining  Moliility 


ROBttT    T.     DUNFUy 


Tli«  analysis  by  the  two  gmops  yieMfd  a  shocking 
fact  The  ptopoeed  Regional  Mobility  Plan  (KM?), 
a  plan  to  meat  current  needs  and  accommodate  1 
million  new  residents,  would  cost  Sid  billion  over 
the  next  II  yaan,  eomparad  id  a  bushicss-is-usual 
budget  of  $9  billion.  Meat  of  diis— ^  pareant— was 
needed  to  meet  currant  demand*. 

Acknowiedghig  Aat  no  single  mode  of  Vinsper* 
tation,  no  ilngi*  agency,  and  neidier  goverement 
without  bunKM  nor  buidnen  without  government 
cai  succeed  In  Improving  mobiliqr,  dw  t5-year  BMP 
proposed  10  meet  current  neadi  and  fiitnre  growdi 
with  a  full  range  of  ddUiies. 

Mora  Kaada.  About  42  mites  of  cxiMJag  free- 
way* would  be  widanad  and  250  miles  of  new  free- 
wan— jndndlng  26  mila  of  toll  roads— and  1,M0 
mlici  of  new  arterial  lane*  would  be  built. 

InttreoMwetioae.  Tb*  rity*!  reliance  on  devd- 
epera  to  build  part*  of  planned  ma^  straeis  as  they 
eonaouctsd  ad^eant  dtvdopmcnei  had  Icfl  Houston 
with  a  partially  eomnlcttd  grid.  Some  34  miles  of 
freeway*  wvdd  be  added  to  im  the  gaps  in  dM  syetam. 
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Rflil  Estate  Benefits 

TWIai>i«»»w<h'nl«MlroMlhf'Mt«wioarf)ofpwp<il|fii»wiin<ilwtla)WBHoMlMi 

diwmiiitl  trr  i — T  •  -^"■— -  r-|'t  if  rrtinitimininBilniiiiMi  rnmtiiiii.  im  oiiM 

ctr"!  iMdni  <M«Ma  <w  tn«M  l4  hnpMMw  mH.  sin4  In  197a  In  I  ngrtita  bcatai 
a^Miit  M  ^M  l<ri  nnifMM  It  HiraaMnMtf  AcpeiV  bfnqMM  «M  p«^^ 
tw>iUi.>W*»«iiwwrtmoilfMitoitl»larlMt«4i<«e(caniirfon>a«riMninartifta<i 
igyM  ■!<  n*  ibMiD  of  inr  h^Amu  eennKUm. 

Ita  n't)  >^  ('**<>  "<'>'>'>^  >''<'". '^><>v  l)u  n«tlonil  Mgt%  PlM,  ta  Hifdy  Tel  ^ 
flm*<|  nirtl/MUh  tern  AwnUMn  to  lln  iiport  ind  hi  Sun  HouMi  TolMY.  itUch  olhri 
■laAMd  MtM  t«m  FrtindMmtfi  taUbiBi  on  MI,  wn  bdL  FiliMnmtfi /irnlOM  JUn 
MM*,  MM  tM  t(  M  ItMm  of  gu  eraciB  tl)«  preducri  tn  IIMP. 

(k  «M  WM  Ml «( HMV  Iw  sutuftin  mviieti  lAliaHil  In  On  San  Houmn  TetMr  aw 
iiaM  nnaa  In  acMly  Uowing  Dm  antnliig  tl  Id  tilnJ  plUM.  Acardng  to  Qntln  Garton.Ti*' 
M  aid  Goi4n  cacMr,  quoM  In  Cteimn:tf  A«)i«y  Mm  <Mty  1  tta, 'nim'i  ns  fatal  M 
ktair  hu  tan  •  boon  to  M  iiu.' McftMl  Gon«r.  prMltal  tl  Vtnagi  Kouttin,  npertl  M  # 
kt  nmihm  henaiod  to  li  Ihi  tnpnvid  Kcni-taii  110  »«r  iMn  tM  tar  Om  A  #M 
prior  »  ta  Mw«r  b  «  nmgt  ot  OMT I U  h  ipfing  int.  D«uM  Mta«,  M  RMP  MM 

iMic  (tan)i  to  M  ■«.  1)u  Sm  Hounn  Tohay,' hi  ■)«,  iM  MMpri  III  ifti  saH  MM- 
tag  IM  aAmaM  0- la  ai<  WHMial  MpoiM  by  dIMmi  Mi  «M.' 

Bui  Impravemenu.  Ssveril  thouiind  new 
bvuei  ind  luocitced  mointentnce  facllidu  ind  park- 
ind-ridc  lou  would  be  provided. 

Bui  and  Hlgh-OccapMcyVahlela  (HOV) 
FioUdes.  Ninety  mjlet  of  Unci  on  sxiitinf  ind  naw 
fireewiys  would  be  dedicated  to  bam  md  HOVi, 
reptcxntine  the  largest  luch  lyitem  In  :h«  United 
Statd.  (At  the  dmc.  Houiton  Uid  claim  to  belnf  tht 
vanpooling  capial  of  the  world,  with  more  than 
2r20O  vans  in  daUy  uas.) 

High-Capacity  Tniulewtjrt.  Mora  thin  30 
milei  of  high-capacity  tramit  &cillti«i — nonrall  or 
nil,  the  plan  wai  deliberately  vagae  on  thli  polnt^- 
wuuld  be  provided  to  terve  the  highest  mvel-demind 
conidon  and  activity  centen,  connected  to  bat, 
HOV,  and  highway  feeder  routea. 

Alainteiuncs  and  Replacement.  Maintznanca 
and  replacxment  needi,  which  are  frequendy  Ignottd 
in  craniporadon  plana,  were  aUocaeed  a  budget  to  <n> 
wre  that  new  fiidlidea  «odd  be  adeqwtely  maintained. 

Fiodbig  ttii  Funding 

OiM  of  the  n\aJQr  accompliihmeno  of  the  |IMP, 
according  to  Roger  Hord,  vice  preiident  of  the 
Greater  Houamn  Partnenliip,  wu  that  It  'fbcuied 
official  and  public  attention  on  the  problem,  and  of- 
fered mirltedng  »  maite  die  caae  for  ax  Increaaca.' 
The  need  for  additional  revenuea  to  finance  How- 
ton's  unbtcioui  tnnaporat°ion  programi  became 
widely  accepted,  flrtt  by  the  busineas  commBni^ 
—  and  then  by  thelovenunant  and  the  public 

The  ftinding  package  included  new  gu  tn  rev<- 
nucf,  increaici  in  the  iraa'i  thara  of  tata  fiindbif, 
telli,  bonds,  ind  i  dedicated  fund  for  tTiniitlm- 
provemano— at  an  annual  rate  of  SI  billion  ayetr. 

Increaied  State  Funding.  The  largsit  loarei 
of  potential  revenuei  wu  die  State  Motor  Fu«l  Tu, 


at  (ha  lime  the  lowest  in  die  nitioa  Houstuii  b<ne- 
fiitd  frotn  the  increase  of  S0.D5  per  gallon  in  federal 
giaoilne  tuei  passed  In  1983  md  i  coin^iition  in- 
crease uf  SO.OJ  in  state  gas  taies  in  1984,  it  well  as 
substantial  increases  in  vehicle  registration  taies  in 
1984,  ind  I  more  et]uluble  jilncatinn  nf  ^uce  titf%. 
These  &inds  now  ctintribucc  $50()  million  arvniiDliy. 
An  iddlclunal  kicker  came  in  the  form  of  a  1982 
amendment  to  die  Surface  Traniportatinn  An  by 
Texas's  then-U.S.  Senator  Lloyd  Dencien.  which  In- 
creased from  75  to  85  perceni  the  share  of  feHenl 
transportation  taxes  collected  in  the  st>te  chat  would 
be  returned  to  Hie  state— in  utra  S200  million. 

Tranait  Salca  Tu.  Se«eii«l  attempts  to  curt;ij| 
the  1  perceni  sales  t»  Cirtnarked  ^ir  rrnn<lr  wrrr 
relisted,  and  it  currendy  generates  SI80  milliun  an- 
nually. These  funds  now  pay  for  a  range  of  highway 
itrvlcea  considered  by  most  transportation  profes- 
sionals nut  to  be  typical  transit  upenditurea. 

Qty  and  County  Road  Bond  Programa.  In 
1984,  city  voters  approved  die  largest  public  bond 
program  ever  undertaken  In  Houaton,  of  which  S295 
million  went  to  street,  bridge,  and  traffic  control 
programs,  flarris  Counry  officiala  and  vuten  /ap- 
proved street  and  bridge  bund  programs  totaling 
HOI  million  in  1982  snd  U55  million  In  1987. 

Toll  Roada.  In  1963,  votin  approved  the  Har- 
ris County  Toll  Road  Audiority  with  $900  million 
In  authoriied  bonds.  Toll  roads  proved  to  be  "an  ab- 
solutely essential  spirk  and  component  uf  tiie  mobil- 
ity plan,"  iccording  to  die  RMP  1989  report.  Ittty 
idmulated  die  highway  deparonent  to  build  related 
fieden  and  interchangca  snd  demonstrated  the  will- 
ingness of  Houston  drivers  to  tax  themselves  tu  pay 
6ir  improvements. 

Private  Sector  Participation.  The  private  sec- 
tor built  mora  than  350  miles  of  arurial  highway 
lanes  between  1982  ind  1988,  almost  one- third  of 
tha  irteriai  street  axpansion  during  this  period. 

CMcnti  RMiiili 

A  review  of  the  RiVlP  by  die  Greater  Houston  Part- 
nership's Committee  on  Regional  Mobility  in  1989, 
midway  through  the  RMP'i  planning  horizon,  re- 
ported that  the  plan,  despite  i  wrenching  recession, 
was  on  track  to  meet  Its  goals.  .Spending  levels  had 
increased,  reaching  die  goal  of  Si  billion  per  year 
for  each  of  the  previous  diree  year^— for  a  total  of 
Sd.J  biilton  between  1982  and  1989.  This  paid  for 
protect*— completed  or  under  construction — d\at 
wars  adding  43  percent  to  fteeway  capacity  and  27 
percent  to  arterial  capacity. 

Houston's  transit  system  had  expanded  service 
by  57  percent,  with  a  cuncomlcuit  6S  percent  increase 
In  ridershlp.  Two  major  toll  roads  had  been  built— 
die  2 1  -mile  Hardy  ToU  Roid  snd  tlie  28-mile  Sam 
Houaton  Tollway.  Nearly  i)  miles  of  a  planned  95 
miles  of  traniitwayi  were  ctxnpleted  or  under  cun- 
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structjon.  And  1,725  lanc-milei  of  arteriil  streets 
hiJ  brcn  coinpleteil.  Perhaps  the  most  impreuivt 
Mpett  of  tlitj  rehuiliiing  effort  Ij  thit  It  penistnJ 
thruogh  horrible  economic  time*.  Houston's  mayor 
during  ihll  per'od,  Kidiy  Uliianire,  iiyi  diit  through 
die  nxcisiun,  "Ejected  offiaili  never  rwsyed  from 
die  eofninitment  to  iniproven«nts  in  infrutruc- 
nir:,'  whicil  includeil  not  only  the  cnin9|)ortadan 
improvement,  Imt  ilm  w^Ccf  project!  tnd  i  conven- 
tion center. 

TIm  resuftJ  are  obvious.  Avenge  freeway  jpetdi 
diiniig  d\e  evening  pealc  h«ve  inoea^ed  by  seven  miles 
ptr  hour — nearly  20  percent.  Artcriid  street  conges- 
tion levelj  linve  been  reduced  by  S2  [lercent.  The  av- 
erage distance  i  motorist  can  travel  from  downtown 
in  ]U  minutes  mcraseO  by  52  percent  between  1982 
and  1988.  Retching  Haaiion  Intercontinental  Air- 
port from  downtown,  a  trip  tlut  oncx  took  nearly 
SO  minutes  in  in  inctdenc-free  rush  hour,  con<l*- 
tently  ukes  JO  minutes  on  die  Hardy  Toll  Road. 
Public  transportation  liui  come  a  long  way. 
Transit  plays  an  important,  albeit  small,  rule  In  the 
transportation  system.  Bun  riderehip  ha«  grown  by 
6S  percent,  the  greatest  relative  Increase  of  any  ur- 
ban area  during  die  1980s  and  a  sharp  contrast  to 
nationtl  trends.  On-dme  performance  of  die  bus 
iyatem,  a  source  of  media  chticism  whan  die  origi- 
ntl  RMP  was  prepared,  increased  from  39  percent 
In  1982  to  97.8  percent  in  1988.  Metro  buses  serve 
6  percent  of  all  regional  work  crips  and  l.d  percent 
of  total  tri|M,  and  Meiro'i  share  of  travel  is  expected 
to  increase. 

Finally,  Houston  ii  well  on  the  way  to  com- 
pleting d>e  world's  largest  transitway  iryitem— 95.5 
miles  of  dedicated  bos  and  car- 
pool  lanes.  At  the  end  of  1990,  a 
total  o(Vi.i  miles  of  HOV  lanea 
served  d7,0OU  persons  eocli  day, 
t  50  (wrcent  Increase  in  one  year. 
This  unusual  hybrid  highway 
/transit  project  is  die  "result  of 
the  synergy  between  transit  and 
highway  agencies  working  to- 
getlier,"  according  to  Tim  Lo- 
ma.T,  a  resenrch  engineer  widi 
the  Tcjiu  Transportation  Insti- 
tute (TTI). 

TTie  only  transit  component 
on  whicli  no  progress  hat  yet 
been  made  is  rail. 

According  to  an  index  com- 
piled by  TTI,  congestion  leveli 
have  improved  8  percent  be- 
tween 1984  and  1989,  despite  a  9 
percent  Increase  in  tnfSc  vol- 
umes. Thii  improvement  con- 
trasts with  virtually  alt  27  large 
urban  areas  examined  by  TTI. 
All  but  two  of  these  areas  tuf-  safMa^jMlHt 


fered  worsening  congestion  during  il<e  same  period. 
The  two  txcepdons — Detroit  and  Phoenix— 
ahowed  moderate  improvement. 

This  lucetn  has  not  brought  (progress-halting) 
contentment.  The  RJMP  steering  group  has  rededl- 
cated  itself  to  continue  die  Si  billion  annual  fiind- 
ing  levels  diroogh  2000,  and  to  add  $2  billion  of  pri- 
vate and  toll  projects  to  achieve  a  congestion  level 
of  0.9— defined  at  light  to  moderate  congestion. 

In  tdditiun  to  assuring  that  the  RMP  was  on 
track,  the  1989  review  offered  a  few  suggettiont. 
Strategic  thoroughfares,  a  concept  also  being  con- 
sidered in  Chicago  and  built  in  Orange  County, 
Callfamia,  would  Improve  travel  on  existing  irterial 
streea  and  provide  relief  for  the  freeway  system. 
Cumputeriicd  transportation  inanagement  could 
manap  and  improve  the  efficiency  of  existipg  free- 
ways, tollways,  ind  adjacent  anerial  streets  by  u 
much  as  25  percent  in  congested  sections.  Also  rec- 
ommended was  a  high-technology  nerwotk  to  link 
individual  traffic  signals.  And  development  of  a  mul- 
□modai  congestion  index  tlut  would  re|iort  on  all 
passenger  movement— not  just  cats — was  luggested 
u  a  way  of  better  quanti^ng  congestion. 

Wldi  so  much  success,  the  major  challenge  now 
teems  to  be  keeping  the  faidi  among  die  believers, 
and  convincing  (or  defending  die  plan  igjinst)  die 
nonbelievert.  Competition  from  rural  interests  and 
other  ddes  could  erode  state  funding.  Battles  over 
transit  have  taken  their  toll  on  die  alliance  between 
highway  and  transit  supporters. 

Tlie  years  of  hard  economic  dmes  have  aken 
dicir  toll  on  Houston's  business  community  as  welt. 
Its  leaders  art  uiitble  to  dedicate  the  same  intensity 
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of  effort  to  oanjiionadan  iwutJ  when  dieir  own  ewar 
mnies  ore  in  dire  (tnla.  Flniiily,  part  of  tlw  proi>- 
Icm  uf  im|>niving  tnniportation  it  that  It  esiMI  to 
btcumc  tlia  most  important  cirncim  of  the  eommo- 
nity.  Of  die  RMP.  Robert  Eury,  he«il  of  tl>«  Honi- 
lon  Downtown  AModitian,  i«y«  limply,  "No  on* 
talks  about  it  anymore.* 

RcpilabOity 

How  did  Houitofl  juccted  where  other*  have  ftUed? 
A  crliia  mentality  helped.  National  media  coverne 
of  conjejtion  Houitoii-t^ie  ind  independent  lOid- 
les  convinced  Hou«t«U«n.l  d»at  they  topped  die  lilt 
of  most  congaitad  U.S.  ddea.  and  tlxy  nearly  did 
(only  Lo<  Angtiet  wii  iheid  of  Houitun  In  1984). 
Also  helphi)  wai  die  fact  diat  Houston  ii »  cin-do 
Idnd  of  city,  where  biitlneia  la  respected  and  goveni- 
ment  U  suspect  For  boiincs*  id  take  die  lead  In  lolv- 
Ing  a  public  crisis  was  not  seen  iso«of  tha  ordinffy. 

And  govemmenal  itrueture  in  tlie  metrapo8lia 
are*  is  relatively  simple.  The  city  of  Houston  *e- 
coqnts  for  half  of  d>e  region's  populatiofi  and  virtu- 
ally all  of  its  job*.  Ofd<efiv«coandeslndierc|kin, 
Harris  Gjooty  Is  die  major  county  and  has  rfte  molt 
iransportitian  problems.  It  has  one  transit  operant. 
The  state  department  of  transportation  allowed  th* 
imall  supergroup  to  set  the  s|en^  arul  prioritiM 
and  to  fadllnte  diis  complci  process. 

As  Imptttsive  as  die  Hounon  story  is,  die  b<f> 
pr  qoeation  la  whether  it  can  b*  a  model  for  other 
communities.  Many  of  th*  (Meful  ideas  from  th* 
Houston  experience  are  quite  basic: 

\)Doni!imittbitfiitmMautHtifiiiub.frtcf» 
the  RMP,  according  to  Hord,  "th*  mindset  In  Hona- 
nn  had  been  eiuadng  resource  sHocaiion,  often  an 
easy  opdon  becauae  elected  offldili  and  busincM 
kaden  don't  have  to  talk  ibout  tax  Inercaaei.*  If  ike 
problem  is  lerioos  enough,  the  public  can  be  eafl- 
vincad  to  raise  cues. 

i)  Agenda  mun  vtri  tofttbtr.  The  need  fcf  all 
Involved  govenunent  igendes  »  work  together  is  one 
of  the  oldest  maxims  In  transportation— and  on*  of 


die  nvm  violated.  Acrording  to  Wlli.ims  "It's  iH)t 
that  dicse  guys  don't  know  each  other;  they've  lieen 
talking  ftir  yeaHi  diclr  .ifcnjai  were  alwaji  c<iniptdrg 
H-ith  e«th  odirr  The  l)iwinesj  community  t'.>ld  rfiei" 
tJiey  Iwd  to  work  togedier,  widi  die  carnrt  Wni;  that 
we  would  ill  ^x  nnire  n'^ney,  and  diat  nimt  of  dicni 
would  lose."  Ilie  Mrly  agtreincnts  amting  agCfitlo  ..> 
support  each  other  ctinc  unt'lucd  recently  wlien  thr 
ml  plan  wns  defeated.  This  nviy  be  s  leBi<i  for  odir r 
mctru|)olitan  jrcM  s:i  th«  n«w  U.S.  Surf;ice  Tniini'  •■  • 
tadon  PnigtTini  legi<l*ticin  eiKoumges  (^eater  (leuliil- 
ity  between  highway  mii  rranslt  projecn. 

3)  Piivait  imniciiHtiKiii  it  nttdtJ.  Tlic  irarticipa- 
tion  of  Houston's  liusiiiess  community  validated  die 
lm|X)ftance  nf  the  problem  and  invalMaied  die 
"doom  and  gloom"  progniaiticadons  of  trans(iorta- 
don  eitperts — enginecn  and  bureaucrats.  In  a  busi- 
nesslike way,  businets  lesders  quantified  die  prob- 
lem and  die  costs  of  solutions  and  proposed  a  dmr 
frame  fiir  acrion.  They  .served  as  affecriva  advucjtes 
for  die  needed  Improvements. 

4)  Thtrt  is  MS  imglt  talm'ttn.  Tlie  realir-irion  di«l 
Houston  could  not  solve  the  problem  widi  high- 
ways alone  must  have  been  quite  a  shock  to  die  oil 
capital  of  die  free  world.  A  serious  investment  lias 
been  mad*  in  transit,  which  will  condnue  to  reeeiv* 
one-fifth  of  th*  regional  transportation  investment 
with  only  l.fi  percent  of  total  markat  share  (al- 
(hougli  trinslt  carries  i  much  more  respectable  19 
percent  of  downti>wii  commuters) 

5)  Htm  I  muamibU  tbjKtivt.  "I'he  clear  goal  of 
reducing  congestion  oo  •  specific  level — in  this  case, 
t  congestion  index  of  0,9— made  it  possible  to  reas- 
sess die  pnigrtm  »f  mld-ienn  and  to  make  some 
mid-course  corrections.  Wriiout  a  mea-surable  ob- 
)eetiv*,  some  obvious  successes  might  have  led  to 
complncency,  w  the  detriment  of  further  progres*. 

Si  Kerf  itsimfU.  Using  dvic  and  business  leaden 
to  spaarhead  t>M  cflFbrt  oimed  out  to  he  an  effectlvt 
way  10  galvinia*  di*  troops.  The  sqpcrgrtAip  process 
made  fbr  quick,  effective  decision  msking.  Rather 
than  (leal  wldi  die  enor*  region,  it  focused  on  Har- 
ris County  snd  sdjaeant  urban  areas,  where  die  vast 
majority  of  the  transportanon  problems  were  lo- 
atad.  While  the  trends  nationally  are  toward  moie 
Inchulonafy  planning,  in  odiar  eili«,  muloagency 
planning  affsos  are  often  so  loaded  down  widi  com- 
peting agendas  that  litde  an  be  accomplished. 

Will  it  work  in  LA.?  Or  even  Peoria?  It  has  to 
b*  tried.  Houston's  example  shows  that  with  the 
bosfaieas  eoramuniiy  taking  the  lead  snd  making  a 
civic  eommlinient,  transportation  problems  that 
man  intncabi*  «n  b«  fixed.  ♦ 


tjafm.T>m^btmhirnMnb£nmr'tUU  Tha 
tnkkktmdmfnmtfrmrnta/m—TitHmavSmy 
Btmm  M  Sm  ti  Rmvay'-iM  »t  UU'l  1992  flwrog  mm- 
k>tiaHm>m.TUrm*nl»itimAkftUibfitnfUU-t 
/n/ttt  w  munftm  ImJ  m  aw<  ttmtfrutiim  amtfa. 
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Monday,  March  29,  1993. 

AMERICAN  PUBLIC  TRANSIT  ASSOCIATION  (APTA) 

WITNESSES 

RICHARD  F.  DAVIS,  VICE  PRESIDENT,  GOVERNMENT  AFFAIRS,  APTA, 
GENERAL  MANAGER,  KANSAS  CITY  AREA  TRANSPORTATION  AUTHOR- 
ITY, KANSAS  CITY,  MISSOURI 

MARK  J.  OBERT,  PRESIDENT  AND  CHIEF  OPERATING  OFFICER,  GENERAL 
AUTOMOTIVE  CORPORATION,  ANN  ARBOR,  MICHIGAN 

Mr.  Carr.  Our  next  witness  will  be  Mr.  Richard  Davis,  Vice 
President  of  Government  Affairs  for  APTA;  Mr.  Mark  Obert,  Presi- 
dent and  Chief  Operating  Officer  of  General  Automotive  Corpora- 
tion. 

Good  morning.  I  appreciate  your  patience.  We  took  Congressman 
Brooks  out  of  order  to  suit  his  schedule,  and  I  hope  it  didn't  unduly 
inconvenience  yours. 

Mr.  Davis.  No  problem  whatsoever. 

Mr.  Carr.  Your  statements  will  be  made  part  of  the  record.  I 
would  ask  in  the  interest  of  time  that  you  summarize  your  basic 
points. 

Mr.  Davis.  We  will  do  that. 

Good  morning,  Mr.  Chairman,  Members  of  the  committee.  I 
would  like  to  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  testify  on  behalf  of 
the  American  Public  Transit  Association. 

We  would  like  to  first  commend  the  subcommittee  for  its  work 
on  the  economic  stimulus  package.  We  are  most  pleased  that  the 
House  bill  restores  equity  to  the  transit  program,  and  we  are 
pleased  that  it  focuses  discretionary  funding  on  the  bus  industry.  It 
is,  however,  only  a  first  step  towards  achieving  our  top  priority, 
and  that  is  full  funding  of  ISTEA  in  fiscal  year  1994. 

I  know,  Mr.  Chairman,  you  have  questioned  some  elements  of 
ISTEA,  but  the  fact  is  that  transit  has  been  woefully  underfunded, 
and  ISTEA  is  a  good  start  on  meeting  transit  needs.  We  are  excited 
to  work  with  you  and  the  new  administration. 

This  really  is  a  time  for  new  beginnings.  However,  there  are 
some  things  that  concern  us.  Our  industry  has  borne  the  brunt  of 
funding  cuts  during  the  last  12  years.  As  you  know,  the  administra- 
tion will  propose  full  funding  for  highways  but  not  for  transit.  The 
time  has  come  for  the  Federal  Government  to  promote  an  alterna- 
tive to  driving  alone. 

We  overemphasize  building  more  highways.  We  fail  to  deal  with 
air  pollution.  Increased  transit  use,  particularly  in  our  cities,  is  as 
important  a  way  to  reduce  energy  use  as  our  marginal  increases  in 
automotive  fuel  efficiency  standards.  We  need  transit  in  our  con- 
gested cities  for  those  who  cannot  afford  or  are  unable  to  drive. 

We  hope  that  you  and  the  administration  recognize  the  value  of 
investing  in  our  cities,  in  our  environment.  Money  is  desperately 
needed  to  rehabilitate  our  old,  worn-out  systems,  to  build  new  ones, 
replace  over-aged  buses,  vans,  and  rail  cars. 

Capital  funding  is  essential  but  operating  assistance  is  also  vital. 
It  makes  little  sense  for  transit  systems  to  buy  buses  when  they 
cannot  afford  to  operate  the  buses  they  own.  Operating  gissistance 
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has  been  stuck  at  about  $800  million  since  1988  and  it  was  higher 
than  that  throughout  the  early  1980s.  Because  of  this,  more  and 
more  transit  systems  are  raising  fares,  laying  off  workers  and  re- 
ducing service;  and  we  have  been  doing  that  in  Kansas  City.  This 
creates  a  vicious  circle  where  it  results  in  ridership  declines  and  a 
failure  to  realize  the  benefits  of  incresised  transit  use.  Transit  sys- 
tems must  also  comply  with  costly  Federal  mandates  that  further 
complicate  the  overall  funding  picture. 

We  are  also  pleased  that  the  administration  has  proposed  to  de- 
posit 20  percent  of  the  2.5-cent  gas  tax  that  now  goes  to  deficit  re- 
duction to  the  transit  account.  In  addition,  Mr.  Chairman,  10  years 
ago,  transit  received  $1  for  every  $2  highways  receive.  Today  we 
get  $1  for  every  $4.50  for  highways.  This  is  more  than  a  50  percent 
decline. 

We  did  ask,  how  do  you  balance  our  transportation  investments? 
Transit  helps  to  achieve  national  goals  related  to  the  infrastruc- 
ture, the  economy,  environment,  energy  conservation  and  mobility. 
We  hope  you  will  help  us  to  realize  that  promise  by  working  with 
us  to  fund  transit  at  the  levels  authorized  for  ISTEA. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  now  turn  it  over  to  Mr.  Obert. 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Obert.  Welcome. 

Mr.  Obert.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  Mr.  Chairman  and  Mem- 
bers of  the  subcommittee,  my  name  is  Mark  Obert;  I  am  Vice 
Chairman  of  the  Flxible  Corporation,  a  bus  manufacturing  compa- 
ny located  in  Delaware,  Ohio,  and  President  and  Chief  Operating 
Officer  of  General  Automotive  Corporation,  Flxible's  parent  located 
in  Ann  Arbor,  Michigan.  I  am  here  today  to  testify  on  behalf  of 
APTA  and  particularly  on  behalf  of  APTA  members  from  the  man- 
ufacturing side  of  the  transit  industry. 

I  commend  the  Members  of  this  committee  for  passing  the  sup- 
plemental funding  bill  which  includes  new  funding  for  the  section 
3  bus  program.  This  money  will  create  jobs  immediately  and  help 
ailing  domestic  bus  manufacturers  and  our  component  suppliers.  If 
this  supplemental  funding  bill  truly  represents  a  commitment  to 
increased,  consistent  annual  transit  funding  in  the  future,  bus 
manufacturers  and  their  suppliers  can  begin  putting  people  back  to 
work  in  a  matter  of  weeks. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  agree  that  Federal  transportation  spending 
should  be  focused  on  long-term  investments  that  upgrade  our  ne- 
glected transportation  infrastructure.  DOT  reports  confirm  that  22 
percent  of  the  Nation's  transit  bus  fleet  exceeds  useful  life  guide- 
lines and  is  in  urgent  need  of  replacement.  Full,  consistent  funding 
of  ISTEA  in  1994  and  beyond  is  needed  to  restore  stability  to  the 
supply  side  of  the  transit  industry,  and  to  begin  nationwide  transit 
bus  fleet  replacement  with  new  technology  buses  which  improve 
ADA  accessibility  and  fuel  economy,  reduce  operating  costs  and  sig- 
nificantly reduce  exhaust  emissions. 

Our  industry  is  presently  unhealthy.  Equipment  purchases  for 
the  last  two  years  have  been  at  an  all-time  low.  Volume  in  our 
plant  is  less  than  half  what  it  was  two  years  ago.  This  past  Decem- 
ber we  had  to  close  our  plant  for  several  weeks  because  orders  for 
bus  purchases  were  so  low.  I  guess  you  could  say  our  workers  were 
lucky  that  it  was  only  two  weeks  and  that  they  didn't  lose  their 
jobs  altogether. 
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Bus  purchases  in  the  United  States  have  been  down  over  50  per- 
cent during  the  last  two  years.  Our  bus  manufacturing  industry  is 
now  operating  at  only  25  percent  of  established  capacity.  Without 
an  increase  in  the  purchases  of  bus-related  equipment  and  services, 
many  businesses  will  fail  or  choose  to  permanently  close  their 
doors. 

The  reason  businessmen  abandoned  the  transit  business  is  the 
lack  of  a  predictable  market.  Full  funding  of  ISTEA  throughout  the 
authorized  period  would  restore  transit  bus  market  predictability 
and  provide  the  required  commitment  to  public  transit.  Because  of 
mandates  in  the  ADA  and  Clean  Air  Acts,  new  technologies  must 
be  developed. 

Manufacturers  operating  in  a  stable  market  environment  will  be 
able  and  willing  to  do  their  own  R&D  on  new  technologies,  technol- 
ogies that  will  bring  the  next  generation  of  needed  transit  equip- 
ment. 

Transit  is  a  good  long-term  investment.  It  will  strengthen  our 
economy  in  the  long  run.  We  believe  better  transit  service  will  help 
reverse  urban  decay  and  revitalize  our  inner  cities. 

Quality  transit  service  can  also  meet  the  needs  of  suburb-to- 
suburb  commuters.  If  the  administration's  economic  stimulus  pro- 
gram has  the  anticipated  jobs  impact,  transit  will  be  needed  to  help 
people  get  to  their  new  jobs. 

It  is  in  this  committee  that  past  transit  funding  policies  can  be 
reversed.  We  look  to  you  for  leadership,  and  we  will  do  what  we 
can  to  support  you  in  that  effort.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  for 
this  opportunity  to  express  from  the  supply  side  strong  support  for 
full  funding  of  ISTEA  in  1994  and  beyond. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  APTA  follows:] 
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INTRODUCTION 

Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Subcommittee,  on  behalf  of  the  American  Public  Transit 
Association  I  want  to  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  testify  on  transportation  investment 
in  Fiscal  Year  1994. 

The  American  Public  Transit  Association  (APTA)  represents  more  than  eleven  hundred 
members,  including  bus  and  rail  transit  systems,  their  suppliers,  and  others  committed  to  the 
advancement  of  transit  service. 


STIMULUS  PACKAGE  IS  POSITIVE 
FIRST  STEP  TOWARD  LONG-TERM  INVESTMENT 


We  endorse  the  President's  call  for  $752  million  in  additional  FY  1993  capital  funding  for 
the  Federal  Transit  Administration  (FTA).  This  includes  $482  million  for  distribution  to 
states  and  metropolitan  areas  through  the  Section  9,  18,  and  16  formula  programs,  and  a 
$270  million  increase  in  the  Section  3  Bus  Discretionary  program. 

We  also  commend  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  members  of  this  Committee,  on  passing  the 
economic  stimulus  proposal.  We  are  pleased  that  the  House  bill  restores  equity  to  the 
transit  program  and  focuses  discretionary  funding  on  the  bus  industry. 

The  transit  industry  recognizes  that  the  purpose  of  these  funding  increases  is  to  stimulate 
the  economy  by  moving  forward  with  projects  that  will  quickly  create  jobs.  In  fact,  both  the 
$482  million  formula  program  increase  and  the  $270  million  bus  capital  increase  are  ideally 
suited  to  fulfill  this  objective  of  the  President's  economic  stimulus  program.  We  can  also 
play  a  critical  role  in  providing  people  with  transportation  to  and  fi'om  new  job 
opportunities. 

This  is  a  very  positive  first  step  toward  full  funding  of  the  federal  transit  program  authorized 
by  the  Intermodal  Surface  Transportation  Efficiency  Act  (ISTEA).  The  approved  FY  1993 
ISTEA  funding  of  $3.6  billion  was  far  short  of  the  $5.2  billion  authorized,  but  the  $752 
million  supplemental  goes  far  toward  bridging  the  gap.  APTA  believes  that  transit  funding 
should,  at  a  minimimi,  be  set  at  ISTEA  levels  in  FY  1994,  and  we  look  forward  to  working 
with  the  Administration  and  Congress  to  reach  that  goal. 
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BACKGROUND  ON  TRANSIT  FUNDING 

Federal  funding  for  transit  declined  precipitously  during  the  eighties,  a  total  of  52%  in  real 
terms  in  the  last  twelve  years.  In  1981,  transit  received  20%  of  all  U.S.  Department  of 
Transportation  (DOT)  budget  authority.  By  1991,  transit's  share  of  DOT  budget  authority 
had  (lrop|>ed  to  less  than  11%,  about  half  of  what  it  was  a  decade  earlier.  Federal 
assistance  also  meets  a  smaller  percentage  of  transit  funding  needs  than  it  did  ten  years  ago. 
In  1981,  federal  assistance  represented  78%  of  transit  capital  spending  in  urbanized  areas; 
by  1989  the  federal  share  had  dropped  to  61%. 

In  1981,  federal  assistance  was  15%  of  all  transit  operating  revenue;  by  1990  the  federal 
share  had  dropped  to  under  5%.  Federal  operating  assistance  appropriated  for  urbanized 
areas  declined  by  56%  in  constant  dollars  between  1980  and  1992.  In  contrast,  between 
1980  and  1990,  fares  increased  by  32%  in  constant  dollars  and  state  and  local  operating  aid 
inaeased  by  69%  in  real  terms. 

In  1981,  highways  received  two  dollars  in  federal  funds  for  every  federal  transit  dollar.  In 
1991,  highways  received  four  and  one-half  dollars  in  federal  funds  for  every  transit  dollar. 
Over  the  past  decade,  federal  budget  authority  for  highways  increased  60%  while  budget 
authority  for  transit  declined  by  30%.  The  decrease  of  transit  budget  authority  by  30%  does 
not  fully  show  how  much  federal  funding  for  transit  has  plummeted.  The  actual  purchasing 
power  of  federal  transit  funds  is  less  than  half  the  level  of  a  decade  ago  if  inflation  is 
considered. 

The  loss  of  federal  funding  has  been  accommodated  by  service  cuts,  fare  increases,  and 
more  state  and  local  assistance.  Continuing  to  replace  federal  operating  assistance  has 
become  more  difficult  for  city,  county,  and  state  governments  because  of  cuts  in  other 
federal  and  state  programs. 

Not  surprisingly,  the  cuts  in  transit  funding  have  meant  only  modest  ridership  gains  in  the 
1980's.  Replacing  lost  federal  assistance  by  raising  fares  makes  it  almost  impossible  to 
achieve  national  goals.  Each  10%  increase  in  fares  results  in  a  loss  of  4%  of  transit  riders. 
National  goals  to  reduce  energy  use,  pollution,  and  congestion  call  for  increased  transit 
ridership. 


THE  ADMINISTRATION'S  LONG-TERM  PROPOSAL 


President  Clinton's  proposal  for  the  out-years  calls  for  full  funding  for  highways  but  not  for 
transit.  We  are  deeply  concerned  about  this  and  want  to  work  with  you  and  the 
Administration  on  this  issue.  This  Administration  should  not  be  perpetuating  the  same 
modal  biases  as  the  past  two  Administrations. 
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We  want  to  work  with  Congress  and  the  Administration  for  full  funding  of  the  ISTEA 
transit  program  in  Fiscal  Year  1994.  That  is  the  critical  next  step  in  implementing  a 
program  of  nationwide  transit  investments  that  will  sustain  prosperity,  enhance  mobility, 
improve  productivity,  and  meet  the  clean  air,  energy  conservation,  and  other  goals  that  we 
all  supf>ort. 

ISTEA  created  a  carefully  balanced  program  designed  to  meet  the  transit  needs  of  urban, 
suburban,  and  rural  areas  in  every  region  of  the  country.  Full  funding  of  each  individual 
program  at  its  authorized  level  is  essential  if  the  transit  industry  is  to  plan  effectively  for  the 
next  centiiry. 

I  must  note  that  even  at  the  levels  authorized  in  the  ISTEA,  transit  funding  is  still  well 
below  1981  appropriations  levels  in  real  terms.  We  recognize  the  pressure  to  reduce  the 
deficit,  but  we  ^so  believe  that  we  must  make  the  investments  required  to  meet 
transportation  needs  of  the  twenty-first  century. 


TRANSIT  INVESTMENT  NEEDS 


Ease  of  movement  is  vital  for  every  American  and  for  the  businesses  and  industries  that 
create  the  nation's  wealth.  In  many  ways,  our  ability  to  travel  is  a  measure  of  our  quality 
of  life  and  the  competitiveness  of  our  economy. 

Today,  our  ease  of  movement  is  severely  threatened.  Major  cities  are  regularly  gridlocked, 
resulting  in  waste  of  energy  and  serious  air  quality  damage.  Suburbs  are  clogged  throughout 
the  day  with  traffic.  The  increasing  isolation  of  rural  residents  is  all  too  commonplace. 

Inadequate  public  investment  in  transportation  lies  at  the  heart  of  the  problem.  In 
particular,  we  have  failed  to  plan  and  invest  adequately  in  the  most  fundamental  mode  of 
transportation:  public  transit. 

Full  Funding  of  Operating  Assistance  is  Essential 

Full  funding  of  transit  operating  assistance  would  retain  current  jobs,  support  new  jobs,  and 
permit  service  expansion.  Operating  assistance  in  FY  1993  is  $217  million  less  than  the 
authorized  level  of  $1.0  billion.  These  funds  will  prevent  the  layoff  of  drivers,  pay  for 
maintenance  of  vehicles  and  equipment,  and  avert  cutbacks  in  bus  and  train  service. 
Current  formula  apportionments  to  smaller  urbanized  areas  in  24  states  are  insufficient  to 
fund  authorized  operating  limits.  Operating  aid  to  rural  transit  operators  was  reduced  by 
over  14%. 
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There  is  a  proposal  that  would  dedicate  any  increase  in  operating  assistance  above  the 
current  level  to  helping  to  meet  the  cost  of  federal  mandates  such  as  included  in  the 
Americans  with  Disabilities  Act  (ADA)  or  the  Clean  Air  Act  Amendments  of  1990  (CAAA). 

This  Committee  may  consider  including  such  a  provision  in  the  FY  1994  Transportation  and 
Related  Agencies  Appropriations  Act  to  assist  the  transit  industry  in  complying  with  these 
laws. 

Expand  Funding  for  M^or  Capital  Investments 

FY  1993  transit  appropriations  also  fail  to  fully  fund  major  capital  investments  in  rail  new 
starts  and  extensions,  rail  modernization,  and  bus  facilities  at  levels  authorized  under  the 
ISTEA.  These  funds  would  be  used  to  support  new  rail  systems  and  rail  modernization  that 
wiU  serve  transit  riders  in  our  most  congested  and  polluted  areas  of  the  nation.  APTA 
survey  information  indicates  a  demand  of  some  $70  BILLION  in  such  needs  over  the  next 
five  years. 

Additional  funds  are  needed  to  fund  ISTEA-authorized  programs  for  research  and  planning 
programs.  These  include  the  better  coordination  of  transportation  planning  at  the  state  and 
local  level  as  required  by  federal  law,  and  research  and  development  aimed  at  the  more 
efficient  delivery  of  services. 

Meeting  the  Cost  of  Federal  Mandates 

Over  the  past  several  years,  Congress  has  enacted  several  comprehensive  pieces  of 
legislation  that  are  imposing  great  costs  on  the  transit  industry.  Both  the  Americans  with 
Disabilities  Act  (ADA)  and  the  Clean  Air  Act  Amendments  of  1990  impose  mandates 
without  providing  the  financing  to  carry  them  out. 

The  transit  industry  supports  these  laws  and  the  policies  they  represent  because  the  ADA 
will  increase  mobility  for  all  people  with  disabilities  and  the  Clean  Air  Act  Amendments  will 
help  reduce  air  pollution  and  conserve  energy.  However,  full  funding  of  the  ISTEA  is 
necessary  to  properly  implement  the  mandates  established  in  both  of  these  laws. 

For  example,  in  the  provision  of  services  to  people  with  disabilities,  there  is  a  growing  and 
alarming  trend  toward  health  and  human  service  agencies  discontinuing  their  transportation 
services  for  their  clients  and  "dumping"  them  on  the  local  public  transit  system  who  must 
provide  service  under  the  ADA.  This  practice  adds  a  tremendous  burden  to  an  already 
challenging  financial  struggle. 

The  U.S.  Department  of  Transportation  estimates  the  national,  annual  cost  to  comply  with 
the  Americans  with  Disabilities  Act  of  1990  (ADA)  ranges  from  $844  million  to  $  1.3  billion. 
The  costs  covers  lifts  on  buses,  making  key  rail  stations,  transit  centers  and  rail  cars 
accessible  as  well  as  developing  paratransit  systems. 
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The  Clean  Air  Act  of  1990  requires  reduced  vehicle  emissions.  The  annual  cost  to  install 
exhaust  cleaners  and  upgrade  fuel  is  $110  million.  One  nationwide  survey  of  transit  systems 
found  that  installation  of  particulate  traps  on  the  U.S.  bus  fleet  would  cost  an  estimated 
$522  million. 


We  are  hopeful  that  Congress  and  the  new  Administration  recognize  the  value  of  helping 
the  industry  with  the  costs  of  federally  mandated  operating  and  capital  increases  resulting 
from  federal  mandates.  If  transit  operators  are  forced  to  raise  fares  and  reduce  service  to 
pay  for  federal  mandates,  there  will  be  a  corresponding  reduaion  in  transit  ridership.  This 
will  undercut  transit's  ability  to  fulfill  its  role  in  achieving  national  goals  related  to  the 
enviroimient,  congestion,  mobility,  energy  conservation,  and  the  economy.  For  every  10% 
increase  in  fares  there  is  a  4%  reduction  in  ridership. 


FEDERAL  GASOLINE  TAX 


APTA  strongly  favors  extending  the  2.5  cents  per  gallon  federal  excise  tax  on  gasoline  that 
is  due  to  expire  at  the  end  of  September  1995.  We  believe  that  this  tax,  now  earmarked  for 
deficit  reduction  and  deposited  in  the  General  Fund,  should  be  dedicated  to  transportation 
and  deposited  in  the  Highway  Trust  Fund  (HTF).  At  least  20  percent  of  this  tax,  or  one- 
half  cent  per  gallon,  should  be  designated  for  the  Mass  Transit  Account  (MTA)  of  the 
Highway  Trust  Fund. 

It  is  our  understanding  that  the  Administration  proposes  to  extend  the  2.5  cents  gasoline  tax 
and  dedicate  it  to  the  Highway  Trust  Fund  with  an  80/20  split  between  the  Highway 
Account  and  the  Mass  Transit  Account  -  2.0  cents  for  the  Highway  Account  and  a  half-cent 
for  the  Mass  Transit  Account.  We  welcome  the  Administration's  decision  to  uphold  the 
traditional  20  percent  for  the  Mass  Transit  Account  and  we  urge  this  Committee  to  support 
this  decisioiL 

We  do,  however,  have  grave  concerns  about  any  proposal  to  let  the  Highway  Account 
"Twrrow"  from  the  Mass  Transit  Account  if  the  Highway  Account  balance  falls  below  a 
certain  level.  We  urge  that  the  two  Accounts  not  be  commingled  in  this  way,  and  that  they 
remain  separate  as  they  always  have  been. 

Dedicating  at  least  a  half-cent  to  the  Mass  Transit  Account  is  good  public  policy  for  three 
reasons.  First,  it  is  consistent  with  the  Congressional  decision  to  give  states  and  local 
urbanized  areas  the  authority  to  allocate  flexible  transportation  funds.  Second,  the  Mass 
Transit  Account  needs  the  revenue  because  of  the  growing  importance  of  the  Mass  Transit 
Account  in  financing  the  fransit  program.  Third,  maintaining  at  least  the  historic  20  percent 
minimum  for  transit  is  an  important  sign  of  the  Administration's  commitment  to  the  national 
priorities  that  are  the  basis  for  federal  transit  funding. 
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TRANSITS  LINK  TO  NATIONAL  GOALS 


Increased  investment  in  transit  will  produce  a  wealth  of  benefits  and  is  a  key  to  achieving 
national  goals  established  by  Congress,  both  in  the  short-term  and  long-teniL  Not  only  will 
transit  help  us  achieve  our  national  goals  related  to  the  environment,  energy,  mobility,  job 
creation,  infrastructure,  and  international  competitiveness,  but  transit  is  also  linked  to  many 
of  the  priorities  President-elect  Clinton  has  said  will  be  on  his  agenda  during  the  next  four 
years. 


Poverty  and  Urban  Decay 

President-elect  Clinton  has  stated  the  need  to  address  poverty  and  urban  decay.  Public 
transit  plays  an  integral  role  in  rebuilding  America's  inner  cities  and  providing  transportation 
services  to  our  nation's  economically  disadvantaged. 

APTA  recently  completed  a  survey  which  shows  it  is  the  economically  disadvantaged  -  often 
without  an  alternative  means  of  travel  ~  who  constitute  the  largest  share  of  total  public 
transit  ridership.  The  survey  also  shows  that  27.5  percent  of  transit  riders  have  an  income 
below  $15,000.  If  one  excludes  the  New  York  City  Transit  Authority,  then  the  percentage 
of  transit  riders  with  incomes  below  $15,000  increases  dramatically  to  38  percent.  This  is 
nearly  three  times  the  14.2  percent  of  Americans  below  the  Census  Bureau's  poverty  level 
of  $13,924  for  a  family  of  four. 

Transportation  economists  believe  that  income  and  public  transit  use  are  inversely  related, 
so  that  transit  demand  increases  as  incomes  decreases.  Accordingly,  increasing  poverty  will 
result  in  an  increase  in  transit  use.  The  Census  Bureau  reports  that  in  1991  the  number  of 
Americans  below  the  poverty  line  increased  to  35.7  million  -  the  highest  number  since  1964. 

The  transit  industry  believes  it  can  work  hand  in  hand  with  the  federal  govenmient  to 
reverse  urban  decay,  rebuild  innercities,  and  stop  the  upward  trend  of  unemployment. 
Rebuilding  a  commimity's  transportation  infi-astructure  will  not  only  restore  pride  to  the 
neighborhood,  it  will  put  people  to  work.  An  efficient  transportation  network  will  not  only 
bring  business  and  consumers  to  a  community,  it  will  allow  people  to  commute  to  and  from 
their  jobs. 

Health  Care 

Comprehensive  health  care  legislation  is  a  top  priority  facing  the  new  Administration  and 
the  103rd  Congress.  M.  Joycelyn  Elders,  Director  of  the  Arkansas  Health  Department,  has 
been  stressing  for  years  that  the  missing  link  in  a  comprehensive  health  care  plan  is  the 
ability  to  provide  reliable  transportation  for  those  seeking  medical  attention.  Public  transit 
can  fulfill  that  role  by  providing  a  safe,  economical  means  for  people  to  travel  to  and  from 
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their  home  to  visit  their  doctor  or  hospital  for  routine  care.  This  is  true  not  only  in  our 
cities,  but  perhaps  even  more  in  our  rural  areas. 

Impact  on  Manufacturers 

Transit  systems  are  not  the  only  members  of  the  transit  industry  that  are  affected  by 
insufficient  federal  funding.  This  is  a  critical  time  for  the  supply  side  of  the  transit  industry 
also.  Purchase  of  equipment  is  at  an  all  time  low  and  has  been  estimated  to  be  less  than 
half  of  what  it  was  several  years  ago.  Most  transit  industry  suppliers  are  operating  in  a 
cutback  or  layoff  mode.  Some  are  presently  so  weakened  from  the  recession,  that  if  there 
is  not  an  increase  in  the  purchase  of  equipment,  goods,  and  services,  business  failures  will 
result 

According  to  a  survey  conducted  by  the  supply  side  of  the  transit  industry,  about  one-half 
of  the  suppliers'  business  is  transit  related.  But,  this  trend  is  down,  and  people  are  exiting 
this  type  of  business  due  to  unpredictable  funding  and  procurement  process.  An  estimated 
one-half  of  all  suppliers  have  fewer  than  25  employees.  Small  businesses  are  one  of  the 
areas  with  the  highest  percentage  in  new  job  creation.  An  increase  in  federal  funding  for 
transit  will  translate  into  new  job  creation  and  will  help  lift  our  economy  out  of  the 
recession. 

We  have  a  strong  national  interest  in  maintaining  the  economic  health  of  our  transit  supply 
industry.  Reduced  transit  funding  -  both  capital  and  operating  ~  threatens  the  stability  and 
viability  of  our  suppliers  and  their  ability  to  provide  the  goods  and  services  needed  by  the 
industry  to  provide  transit  service.  We  need  a  strong  transit  manufacturing  industry  to  meet 
the  growing  needs  of  transit  operators  over  the  long  run.  A  healthy  transit  manufacturing 
sector  can  generate  badly  needed  jobs  and  help  to  pull  the  economy  out  of  the  recession. 

Transit  Conserves  Energy 

The  enhanced  use  of  transit  ~  increased  ridership  ~  must  be  part  of  any  viable  strategy  to 
move  our  nation  toward  energy  independence.  Transportation  is  responsible  for  63%  of 
U.S.  oil  consumption,  and  oil  imjjorts  are  nearly  70%  of  our  annual  trade  deficit.  Transit 
is  an  inexpensive  way  to  conserve  energy.  We  estimate  that  every  commuter  who  switches 
from  driving  alone  to  using  transit  saves  200  gallons  of  gasoline  per  year.  If  10%  of  urban 
commuter  trips  were  replaced  by  transit,  more  than  300,000  barrels  of  oil  would  be  saved 
each  day. 

Transit's  greatest  contribution  to  energy  conservation  is  to  provide  an  alternative  to  single- 
occupant  vehicle  travel,  the  least  energy  efficient  form  of  urban  transportation.  The 
industry's  ability  to  provide  this  alternative  is  strengthened  when  it  can  expand  services  and 
keep  fares  low.  Actions  that  force  transit  to  cut  services  and  inaease  fares  will  hamper 
transit's  contribution  to  energy  conservation. 


746 

Transit  Reduces  Pollution 

The  most  effective,  quickest  way  to  reduce  air  pollution  is  to  reduce  vehicle  emissions  by 
convincing  people  to  stop  driving  to  work  and  to  use  transit.  Higher  average  vehicle 
occupancy  is  the  only  means  of  ensuring  that  the  same  number  of  people  can  reach  their 
destinations  without  increasing  the  number  of  vehicles  on  the  road  and,  ultimately,  the 
amount  of  air  pollution. 

When  one  person  leaves  a  car  at  home  and  decides  to  commute  via  transit,  76  fewer  pounds 
of  vehicle  exhaust  pollutants  are  emitted  over  the  course  of  one  year.  Moving  people  out 
of  cars  and  into  vans,  buses,  and  rail  is  essential  for  achieving  cleaner  air. 

Higher  funding  levels  for  transit  are  essential  to  enabling  transit  systems  to  increase 
ridership.  This,  in  turn,  will  directly  benefit  air  quality  and  communities'  ability  to  achieve 
attainment  standards. 

Increased  federal  transit  funding  will  allow  the  industry  to  introduce  new  technology  to  meet 
emission  standards.  Without  additional  federal  support,  the  costs  imposed  on  transit 
operators  to  underwrite  new  technologies  may  result  in  service  reductions  or  fare  increases 
that  would  send  the  wrong  message  to  commuters.  These  actions  would  make  current 
transit  riders  go  back  to  driving  their  automobiles  resulting  in  higher  emission  travel  habits. 

Transit  Will  Help  the  Economy 

Every  one  million  dollars  invested  in  transit  creates  or  maintains  sixty  direct  and  indirect 
jobs.  Investment  in  operations  and  maintenance  are  especially  productive,  resulting  in  sixty 
eight  jobs  per  one  million  dollars  expended.  Transit  also  provides  essential  transportation 
for  other  workers.  A  study  by  the  Delaware  Valley  Regional  Planning  Commission,  for 
example,  found  that  shutting  down  the  major  transit  system  in  Philadelphia  would  result  in 
the  loss  of  175,000  jobs  throughout  Peimsylvania. 


Transit  Provides  Mobility 

Public  transit  provides  essential  mobility  to  citizens  who  are  unable  or  who  choose  not  to 
operate  private  vehicles.  For  people  with  disabilities,  older  Americans,  the  young,  and  the 
poor,  access  to  transit  can  be  the  single  most  important  factor  in  their  quality  of  life  and 
their  ability  to  work,  obtain  education,  and  gain  access  to  essential  services. 

Many  senior  citizens  also  depend  on  transit  services.  In  rural  America,  nearly  half  of  the 
elderly  are  in  poor  health  and  60  percent  are  not  licensed  to  drive.  Expanded  public 
transportation  services  are  vital  to  provide  these  people  access  to  essential  health  care 
facilities  and  other  social  services.  The  proportion  of  the  population  that  is  elderly  will 
continue  to  rise,  and  we  exi>ect  the  demand  for  these  services  to  expand  as  well.    The 
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number  of  persons  over  65  will  grow  from  nearly  26  million  in  1980  to  more  than  65  million 
by  2030,  and  the  growth  rate  in  the  very  elderly  population,  over  75  years,  will  be  even  more 
pronounced. 

Mobility  is  also  a  concern  for  low-income  people,  including  workers  and  students  who 
depend  on  transit.  For  people  with  limited  incomes,  transit  can  mean  the  difference 
between  a  decent  job  and  unemployment.  Some  28  percent  of  transit  users  live  in 
households  with  annual  incomes  of  less  than  $10,000.  For  most  of  these  people,  transit  is 
the  only  transportation  option.  Transit  is  absolutely  necessary  to  expand  employment 
opportunities. 

It  is  also  worth  noting  that  greater  availability  and  use  of  transit  services  will  improve 
mobility  for  people  who  continue  to  choose  to  drive.  Anything  that  reduces  demand  for 
highway  and  road  capacity  will  benefit  those  who  remain  on  the  roads. 


Transit  Reduces  Congestion 

Travel  delays  in  the  Nation's  largest  urbanized  areas  (UZAs)  now  cause  two  billion  hours 
of  time  to  be  lost  annually.  Over  the  next  20  years,  congestion  will  increase  more  than  400 
percent  on  the  Nation's  freeway  systems  and  over  200  percent  on  other  roads,  according  to 
the  Federal  Highway  Administration  (FHWA).  During  this  period,  annual  delay  in  travel 
time  will  increase  by  5.6  billion  hours.  The  cost  of  congestion  on  urban  freeways  alone, 
according  to  a  Transportation  Research  Board  report,  will  increase  to  $50  billion  per  year 
by  2005. 

Transit  provides  a  low-cost  alternative  to  congestion.  The  investment  costs  of  transit 
compare  favorably  with  those  of  highway  construction.  Major  urban  highways  can  cost  $100- 
120  million  per  mile,  while  busways  can  be  built  for  $4-12  million  per  mile,  light  rail  for  $10- 
20  million  per  mile,  and  heavy  rail  for  costs  comparable  to  or  lower  than  major  highways. 

Transit  can  substantially  reduce  congestion.  Every  bus  full  of  passengers  at  rush  hour 
removes  at  least  40  cars  from  traffic,  every  full  rail  car  removes  75-125  cars  from  traffic,  and 
every  van  full  of  passengers  removes  13  cars  from  traffic.  One  high-occupancy  vehicle 
(HOV)  lane  carries  the  same  number  of  people  as  three  regular  highway  lanes. 

CONCLUSION 


Once  again,  thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  testify.  I  want  to  again  stress  our  strong 
support  for  full  funding  of  ISTEA  in  FY  1994  and  beyond.  APTA  looks  forward  to  v^orking 
with  this  Committee  on  transportation  funding  issues  for  years  to  come. 
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Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Obert,  and  Mr.  Davis,  thank  you  for 
being  with  us  today. 

I  think  you  were  here  when  I  eisked  a  couple  of  people  what  they 
thought  of  a  national  bus  procurement  policy.  My  experience  in  the 
bus  business,  with  flexible — I  am  sorry  to  say,  maybe  it  will  be  in 
the  future,  given  that  Ann  Arbor  is  so  close  to  my  district.  Howev- 
er, Pontiac,  Michigan,  used  to  be  in  my  district,  and  I  am  familiar 
with  the  peaks  and  valleys  of  the  bus  business  through  the  eyes  of 
the  General  Motors  Corporation.  It  appears  that  the  same  peaks 
and  valleys  are  continuing  today. 

Would  it  be  wise  for  the  country  to  think  about  a  national  bus 
procurement  program  where  we  could  give  the  business  community 
a  fairly  certain  level  of  orders  each  and  every  year,  and  then  dis- 
tribute the  buses  based  on  applications  that  were  based  in  need? 

Mr.  Obert.  Let  me  answer  that,  please. 

On  behalf  of  the  supply  side  of  the  industry,  such  a  national  buy 
would  be  very  welcome.  However,  as  you  heard  from  earlier  pre- 
senters, there  are  some  significant  specification  differences  that 
exist  across  the  country  that  in  my  view  would  make  the  packag- 
ing of  such  a  national  buy  extremely  difficult,  and  would  make  it 
very  difficult  for  the  bus  manufacturers  to  achieve  any  economies 
of  scale. 

As  recently  as  1984,  virtually  every  bus  was  the  same.  They  had 
to  meet  white  book  specification  that  was  promulgated  by  the  De- 
partment of  Transportation.  The  white  book  was  thrown  out  in,  I 
believe  1984  or  1985,  and  now  every  single  bus  order  has  significant 
differences.  Those  significant  differences  significantly  increase  our 
cost  and  make  it  very  difficult  to  reach  an  economy  of  scale. 

So,  in  my  view,  unless  there  was  an  extremely  rigid  set  of  specifi- 
cations that  enabled  us  to  reach  a  high  level  of  standardizations, 
the  bus  manufacturers  really  wouldn't  benefit  very  much  from  it. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  thank  you  for  that  testimony.  I  think  it  would  need 
to  have  some  kind  of  fairly  rigid  specification.  As  the  testimony  in- 
dicated earlier,  there  might  be  appropriate  latitudes  for  operational 
differences  between  altitudes,  between  terrain  and  a  few  other 
things,  and  I  think  it  could  be  worked  out. 

But  I  get  the  hunch — and  this  is  only  a  hunch,  I  don't  want  to 
unfairly  accuse  anyone — that  we  are  not  getting  the  bang  for  the 
buck  as  we  end  up  financing  differences  that  certain  transit  prop- 
erties have  come  to  associate  as  needs  but  really  aren't.  And  my 
thought  on  that  would  be  that  if  a  transit  property  really  had  an 
idiosyncratic  thing  they  wanted  in  all  of  their  buses,  that  perhaps 
that  could  be  added  as  an  option  totally  at  local  cost. 

From  a  national  perspective,  it  seems  to  me  we  ought  to  be  driv- 
ing towards  standardization,  rational  standardization  and  rational- 
ization which  could,  on  the  one  hand,  lower  the  cost  of  buses  to  all 
properties,  not  just  those  who  have  huge  buys,  and  the  compensa- 
tion for  the  bus  manufacturer  and  supplier  might  well  be  perhaps 
a  squeeze  on  profits,  but  it  would  also  give  you  an  opportunity  to 
squeeze  on  costs. 

So  you  could  save,  and  you  have  the  certainty  of  being  able  to  go 
to  lenders,  et  cetera,  and  flatten  out  your  order  bank,  so  that  you 
are  not  feast  or  famine.  It  would  seem  to  me  it  would  make  an 
enormous  amount  of  sense  if  we  could  get  our  friends  on  the  au- 
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thorization  committee  to  commit  to  some  kind  of  a  program  like 
this.  I  think  this  committee  might  be  really  enthusiastic  about 
trying  to  finance  it. 

Of  course,  putting  that  in  place  is  something  that  requires  au- 
thorization. It  requires  the  committee  to  act  upon  it. 

Mr.  Davis.  Mr.  Chairman,  could  I  speak  to  that? 

Mr.  Carr.  Absolutely. 

Mr.  Davis.  I  served  as  general  manager  of  the  same  property  for 
15  years.  I  have  been  through  the  replacement  of  our  entire  bus 
fleet.  I  am  not  proud  of  the  timing  of  bus  replacement,  because 
what  happens  is  all  of  us  in  the  industry  make  our  decisions  based 
on  the  absurdity  of  when  we  can  get  a  Section  3  plan  approved  and 
when  we  it  get  it  earmarked.  That  means  we  wait  until  the  buses 
are  12  years  old  and  then  we  get  in  line  to  see  what  we  can  do  to 
get  the  buses  replaced.  So  we  might  buy  50  or  20  or  whatever  the 
earmark  is. 

So  funding  capability  is  probably  the  major  consideration  in 
when  a  bus  is  replaced,  rather  than  need.  We  do  need  to  find  a  way 
to  smooth  it  out.  We  do  need  to  get  greater  stability  in  the  indus- 
try. 

My  colleague  to  the  right  has  been  with  us  for  several  years,  but 
that  is  literally  unusual  in  this  industry.  We  are  looking  at  new 
people  in  and  out  of  the  industry  all  the  time,  and  stability  would 
help. 

I  would  suggest  to  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  one  of  the  things  you 
might  think  about  as  you  pursue  that  is  that  Atlanta  has  a  very 
interesting  idea  in  how  it  approaches  the  Olympics  in  1996.  It  asks 
the  transit  authorities,  Is  there  a  way  we  could  buy  buses  in  1996 
where  we  could  have  the  buses  for  the  first  three  or  four  months? 
That  might  be  the  ideal  time  to  try  to  accomplish  that.  Atlanta 
needs  about  2,000  extra  buses  as  its  response  to  the  Olympics  in 
1996,  and  it  would  like  to  do  so  with  the  best  the  industry  can 
offer. 

It  is  an  interesting  idea  and  it  might  be  a  good  time  to  try  to  put 
it  together. 

Mr.  Carr.  You  can't  patent  or  copyright  ideas.  Actually,  Atlanta 
came  to  this  committee,  and  I  think  some  of  those  discussions 
about  that  idea  began  in  consultation  with  this  committee,  because, 
of  course,  we  would  like  to  help  Atlanta  with  their  particular  prob- 
lem. But  we  want  to  know  how  those  buses  meld  into  the  overall 
bus  inventory  of  the  country. 

Mr.  Obert,  mention  for  a  minute,  if  you  will,  or  Mr.  Davis,  the 
maintenance  requirement.  Would  having  a  national  procurement 
impose  any  efficiencies  or  undue  costs  in  terms  of  maintenance? 

You  can  offer  a  variety  of  different  power  plants,  I  would  take  it, 
and  most  of  these  power  plants  are  at  least  fairly  standard,  so  at 
least  drive  train  and  power  plant  are  pretty  interchangeable  be- 
tween all  kinds  of  buses,  and  the  training  would  be  fairly  standard 
on  them,  too,  maintenance,  training.  Won't  that  extend  to  other 
bus  components,  too? 

Mr.  Obert.  I  would  certainly  think  so.  Probably  the  only  differ- 
ence would  be  if  alternate  fuels  were  an  integral  part  of  such  a 
buy,  which  I  would  think  would  be  advisable. 
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As  you  know,  the  Clean  Air  Act  imposes  some  very  stringent 
particulate  matter  standards  on  the  bus  industry.  Urban  buses  in 
particular  are  singled  out  from  the  heavy-duty  truck  industry.  We 
are  now  able  to  meet  the  point  five — excuse  me,  the  point  seven 
and  the  point  five  standards  with  either  compressed  natural  gas, 
liquefied  natural  gas  or  methanol. 

To  the  extent  that  a  transit  authority  was  not  currently  using  an 
alternate  fueled  vehicle,  there  would  be  some  additional  costs  to  in- 
tegrate such  a  vehicle  into  their  fleet  both  from  a  training  stand- 
point and  maintenance  standpoint. 

Other  than  the  fuels  issue  I  can't  foresee  any  increased  cost 
whatsoever,  because  the  technologies,  especially  if  standardized, 
are  well-known  and  currently  in  operation. 

Do  you  agree  with  that,  Mr.  Davis? 

Mr.  Davis.  Yes,  I  do. 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Davis,  it  occurs  to  me  that  there  seems  to  always 
be  this  antagonism  between  transit  and  highways,  and  quite  frank- 
ly I  don't  understand  it,  unless  I  am  led  to  believe  that  somehow  or 
other  it  is  fixed  guideways  versus  highways,  because  after  all,  70 
percent  of  the  transit  riders  in  America  ride  on  a  bus  riding  on  the 
highway. 

Why  all  this  antagonism  about  highways  get  more  than  we  do? 
Sort  of  like  mother  loved  my  brother  more  than  she  loved  me  kind 
of  thing.  Why  do  we  need  to  get  into  that? 

Mr.  Davis.  I  think  we  are  concerned  about  balance  in  the  pro- 
gram. I  heard  you  talking  about  overmatch  earlier.  As  a  transit 
general  manager  in  Kansas  City,  I  have  suggested  to  some  of  our 
elected  officials  that  rather  than  spend  50  percent  to  build  a  transit 
facility,  use  your  money  and  match  it  with  80  percent  highway 
money.  I  don't  agree  with  the  philosophy  of  that. 

I  do  think  you  should  have  a  balanced  transit  system.  But  if  the 
Federal  Government  is  so  obviously  supporting  highway  construc- 
tion in  preference  to  transit  construction,  as  a  public  administrator 
I  would  say  that  is  the  place  to  maximize  the  use  of  your  money. 

So  we  get  put  in  this  difficult  situation  of  competing  where  it  is 
difficult  for  local  government  to  make  its  investment  in  transit,  be- 
cause the  highway  funding  we  see  is  being  something  that  is,  say, 
more  generous  and  more  encouraged  at  the  Federal  level. 

I  think  also  I  come  out  of  the  urban  planning  field.  And  my 
major  concern  in  this  business  is  that  investments  are  in  fact  shap- 
ing cities.  I  think  the  state  of  American  cities,  our  urban  cores,  is 
something  that  is  a  very  major  concern. 

I  happen  to  think  urban  rail  is  one  of  the  few  investments  that 
you  can  make  to  help  urban  areas  retain  their  employment  bases 
instead  of  seeing  it  all  or  so  much  of  it  migrate  to  far-off  suburban 
locations.  So  I  think  in  that  sense  we  are  somewhat  competitive. 
But  not  in  the  sense  of  build  rail  or  highways.  It  is  in  the  sense 
that  we  need  a  balanced  system,  and  we  think  the  American 
system  may  be  more  out  of  balance  than  any  major  system  we 
have  seen  anjrwhere  in  the  Western  world. 

We  have  built  an  absolutely  superb  highway  system  that  has 
done  a  great  job  of  fortifying  suburbia,  and  is  a  great  place  to 
invest.  We  have  not  done  so  well  in  rebuilding  our  transit  systems 
to  fortify  those  central  courses.  I  talk  in  our  business  that  we  made 
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a  Federal  commitment  years  ago  that  we  would  not  let  transit  die, 
but  we  never  agreed  how  to  let  it  live,  and  that  is  what  we  are 
trying  to  get  done  today. 

We  are  saying  transit  deserves  to  be  an  important  component 
with  highways  and  it  needs  more  investment  than  it  has  received.  I 
think  we  have  overinvested  in  highways  at  the  expense  of  transit. 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  DeLay? 

Mr.  DeLay.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  can  go  on  all  morning  with  this 
because  there  are  so  many  issues  here. 

Let  me  ask  you  about  one  issue  you  just  brought  up.  I  think  I 
heard  you  say  it  is  your  opinion — Mr.  Davis,  it  was  your  opinion 
that  rail  systems  maintain  downtown  areas.  How  did  you  put  that 
again? 

Mr.  Davis.  I  think  public  transit  generally,  but  particularly  rail 
systems,  help  to  fortify  urban  cores  and  the  employment  bases  in 
urban  cores.  I  think  you  see  that  in  every  urban  center  today. 

Mr.  DeLay.  I  think  there  is  a  different  school  of  thought.  If  you 
look  at  this  town,  the  rail  system,  and  it  is  a  beautiful  rail  system, 
has  not  stopped  people  from  moving  work  centers  out  to  suburbia. 
In  fact,  they  have  moved  faster  out  to  suburbia.  And  ridership  on 
this  system  here  has  declined.  And  I  think  this  is  indicative  of 
every  system  in  the  nation.  It  is  crime  and  lack  of  educational  sys- 
tems and  all  that  kind  of  stuff  that  is  driving  them  out.  I  under- 
stand that. 

Mr.  Davis.  I  have  been  so  impressed  with  the  way  you  have  been 
able  to  slow  the  decline  that  was  so  obvious  in  this  city  and  achieve 
stability  around  your  rail  systems.  This  is  a  classic  example  of 
what  you  can  do  right. 

There  is  a  trend  towards  abandonment  in  our  cities.  You  have 
made  an  investment  that  has  at  least  partially  arrested  that  de- 
cline. I  am  impressed  with  what  you  have  done  here. 

Mr.  DeLay.  That  is  a  new  one  on  me. 

Can  either  one  of  you  answer  this  question?  Has  there  been  a  de- 
finitive study  that  shows  that  transit  actually  reduces  pollution? 

Mr.  Obert.  There  is  quite  a  bit  of  scientific  data  resting  with  the 
EPA  that  the  EPA  used  in  developing  the  Clean  Air  Act,  where 
urban  transit  buses  were  specifically  singled  out  among  heavy-duty 
vehicles  as  the  target  for  much  more  aggressive  emission  control 
standards  than  any  other  form  of  heavy-duty  diesel  engine. 

We  argued  long  and  hard  that  because  the  bus  population  was  so 
small  in  relation  to  heavy-duty  trucks,  that  we  were  being  unfairly 
singled  out.  However,  we  were  persuaded  by  the  data  that  because 
of  the  concentration  of  those  especially  particulate  emissions  in 
urban  downtown  areas,  that  transit  buses  were  a  major  contributor 
to  urban  air  quality,  whereas  there  are  certainly  more  trucks  on 
the  road  but  more  trucks  operate  in  the  rural  areas. 

So  we  were  successful  in  doing  two  things;  one,  working  with  the 
EPA  to  establish  a  very  aggressive  yet  achievable  particulate  emis- 
sions standard  beginning  in  1992;  and  we  have  also  been  successful 
in  developing  the  alternate  fuel  technology  and  integrating  it  into 
urban  transit  buses  such  that  we  can  meet  levels  of  especially  par- 
ticulate emission,  which  is  the  black  smoke  that  you  see  that  is 
some  50  times  better  in  today's  diesel  engine  than  it  was  as  recent- 
ly as  five  years  ago. 
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Mr.  DeLay.  What  about  rail?  Has  there  been  a  recent  definitive 
study  on  light  rail  or  even  heavy  rail  contributing  to  cleaner  air? 

Mr.  Obert.  I  have  not  seen  one,  but  I  am — and  I  am  speculating 
because  I  am  a  bus  manufacturer  and  I  am  not  that  familiar  with 
overall  rail  systems,  but  a  vast  majority  of  rail  is  operated  on  elec- 
tricity, which,  of  course,  at  the  transportation  source  h£is  zero  emis- 
sions. 

Maybe  Dick  can 

Mr.  DeLay.  Mr.  Davis,  have  you  seen  an3rthing  of  recent — in  the 
last  two  or  three  years? 

The  reason  I  ask  the  question,  we  had  a  group  come  in  earlier, 
and  every  group  that  comes  in  here,  they  automatically  say  out  of 
hand,  "If  we  had  this  light  rail  system,  we  will  get  cleaner  air." 
What  I  have  heard  for  myself  is  different.  They  say,  you  are  obvi- 
ously going  to  take  people  out  of  cars  and  put  them  on  rail,  that 
makes  the  air  cleaner.  However,  you  find  most  of  the  time,  at  least 
in  the  initial  stages  of  operating  these  rail  systems,  you  are  taking 
people  out  of  buses  and  putting  them  on  rail.  And  that  has  some 
significance,  I  guess,  in  cleaner  air,  because  you  have  fewer  buses,  I 
guess.  I  doubt  it. 

But  has  anybody  done  a  definitive  study  lately  on  bus  systems  as 
a  way  of  getting  credit  in  the  Clean  Air  Act  and  rail  systems  as 
getting  credit  in  the  Clean  Air  Act? 

Mr.  Davis.  I  would  like  to  spend  some  time  and  check  our  files 
and  see  what  we  can  find.  I  can  tell  you  that  what  we  have  seen  is 
what  your  typical  transit  system  cost. 

It  does  begin  by  replacing  a  bus  line.  It  always  does.  That  builds 
the  base  for  the  rail.  So  the  first  ridership  is  the  bus  mileage  that 
it  replaced. 

By  the  same  token,  a  rule  of  thumb  we  see  in  the  industry  that 
that  rail  line  usually  generates  shortly  after  it  is  open,  three  riders 
for  every  two  that  were  on  the  bus  system.  So  it  is  attracting  at 
least  50  percent  of  its  initial  ridership  from  something  other  than 
the  bus  it  replaced. 

In  terms  of  specific  studies,  I  would  like  to  check  our  files  and 
reply  to  you  after  the  meeting,  if  I  could. 

Mr.  DeLay.  Yes.  I  don't  want  a  room  full  of  stuff,  but  I  would 
like  to  see  something  that  is  definitive. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you  for  being  with  us  today.  We  appreciate  the 
time  and  energy  that  you  took  to  be  here,  and  again,  your  patience. 

Mr.  Davis.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Obert.  One  last  comment,  Mr.  Chairman.  On  behalf  of  the 
bus  manufacturers  of  APTA,  we  would  like  to  send  you  a  picture  of 
a  bus  so  when  I  look  around  the  wall,  that  major  means  of  public 
transit  is  not  conspicuously  absent. 

Mr.  Carr.  Let  me  tell  you — that  is  a  very  kind  thought.  Save 
your  money.  These  pictures  are  coming  down.  This  is  not  what  I 
regard  as  artwork.  These  are  very  nice  photos,  but  we  are  going  to 
try  to  make  this  room  filled  and  alive  with  habitable  artwork.  So  if 
you  have  got  something  in  that  regard — 

Mr.  DeLay.  A  little  Picasso. 
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Mr.  Carr.  Check  with  the  ethics  committee  and  maybe  send  it  to 
us. 
Thank  you. 


Monday,  March  29,  1993. 
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S.  WAYNE  KAY,  PRESIDENT  AND  CHIEF  EXECUTIVE  OFFICER,  ENZYMA- 
TICS, INC. 

CHRISTOPHER  ZALESKY,  DIRECTOR  OF  REGULATORY  AFFAIRS  AND 
QUALITY  ASSURANCE 

DAVID  SANDERSON.  DIRECTOR  OF  BUSINESS  DEVELOPMENT 

Mr.  Carr.  Our  next  witness  will  be  Mr.  Wayne  Kay  of  Enzyma- 
tics,  Inc. 

Welcome  to  the  committee.  We  have  your  statement.  We  will  put 
it  in  the  record  and  ask  you  to  summarize  the  high  points. 

Mr.  Kay.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman  and  distinguished  Members. 

I  am  Wayne  Kay,  and  I  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  appear 
before  you  today.  I  am  the  President  and  CEO  of  Enzymatics  locat- 
ed in  suburban  Philadelphia  and  Horsham,  Pennsylvania. 

Accompanying  me  is  our  Director  of  Regulatory  Affairs  and 
Quality  Assurance,  Mr.  Christopher  Zalesky,  and  Mr.  David  San- 
derson, our  Director  of  Business  Development. 

The  reason  for  appearing  today,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  both  historical 
and  practical.  Historically  speaking,  the  Omnibus  Transportation 
Employee  Testing  Act  of  1991  was  passed  as  part  of  the  fiscal  1992 
transportation  appropriations  bill. 

Practically,  the  job  of  this  committee  is  certainly  to  appropriate 
the  funding  for  all  DOT  offices,  agencies,  and  operating  administra- 
tions. This  committee  has  both  the  authority  and  responsibility  to 
assure  that  DOT  funding  is  applied  in  a  manner  consistent  with 
the  interests  of  the  traveling  public,  the  transportation  industry, 
and  its  employees. 

We  encourage  the  subcommittee  to  exercise  its  oversight  jurisdic- 
tion by  discussing  with  DOT  the  issues  that  I  intend  to  raise  briefly 
this  morning. 

The  DOT  published  a  notice  of  proposed  rulemaking  on  Decem- 
ber the  15th,  1992,  proposing  the  rules  by  which  to  implement  the 
omnibus  act;  the  public  comment  period  is  soon  to  end  on  April  the 
14th. 

Unfortunately,  the  DOT  has  proposed  to  exclude  by  definition  all 
techniques,  technologies  and  testing  methods  other  than  evidential 
breath  testing.  We  believe  this  restriction  is  unnecessary  and  in 
direct  conflict  with  the  intent  of  the  statute,  that  of  deterrence  of 
alcohol  abuse  through  appropriate  testing  of  employees  in  safety- 
sensitive  positions. 

In  the  interest  of  safety  for  the  traveling  public,  the  economic 
well-being  of  an  already  hard-hit  transportation  industry  and  the 
protection  of  the  industry  employees,  the  DOT  must  consider  the 
records  supporting  the  use  of  inexpensive,  rapid  and  sensitive  tests 
to  screen  out  the  95  plus  percent  of  all  employees  who  will  test 
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negative,  and  that  confirmatory  testing  of  the  few  positive  screen- 
ing tests  should  be  performed  by  qualified  laboratories  using  defini- 
tive analytical  methods. 

We  have  tried  on  multiple  occasions  to  diligently  and  construc- 
tively work  with  the  DOT  urging  that  the  selection  of  alcohol  test- 
ing methods  should  be  performance  based  and  not  restricted  to  a 
specific  technology  or  sample  type;  that  industries  should  be  per- 
mitted to  choose  the  method  which  meets  these  DOT  established 
performance  goals;  and  that  each  employer  should  be  permitted  to 
select  the  methods  which  best  meets  its  unique  needs. 

We  have  provided  DOT  with  data  supporting  that  exclusive  reli- 
ance on  evidential  breath-analysis  instruments  is  the  most  costly, 
operationally  burdensome,  and  least  effective  method.  Officially, 
the  DOT  has  adopted  an  open-minded  approach.  Yet  a  review  of 
the  history  and  written  record  supporting  this  rulemaking  would 
indicate  otherwise. 

We  hope  that  with  the  strength  and  energy  of  Secretary  Pena 
and  the  oversight  of  this  committee,  that  the  DOT  will  take  heed  of 
the  public  comments  and  make  the  necessary  modifications  to 
employ  alcohol  testing  procedures. 

It  is  both  important  and  entirely  appropriate  at  this  time  for  this 
subcommittee  to  exercise  its  oversight  jurisdiction  in  the  interests 
of  transportation  safety,  the  transportation  industry,  and  its  em- 
ployees. 

We  are  confident  that  the  facts  and  public  record,  when  viewed 
objectively,  will  indicate  that  selection  of  alcohol  screening  and 
confirmatory  methods  shall  be  performance  based;  that  inexpen- 
sive, rapid  and  sensitive  tests  to  screen  out  the  95  plus  percent  of 
all  employees  who  will  test  negative  should  be  permitted;  that  the 
rules  should  not  exclude  specific  technologies  or  specimen  types; 
and  that  exclusive  reliance  on  evidential  breath  analysis  instru- 
ments is  the  most  costly,  operationally  burdensome,  and  least  effec- 
tive method. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  submitted  these  remarks  before  you  today 
in  writing,  and  I  request  that  they  be  included  in  the  record  in 
their  entirety. 

I  would  again,  Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to 
appear  before  you  with  my  colleagues  here,  and  I  invite  the  oppor- 
tunity to  respond  to  any  questions  you  might  have. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Kay  follows:] 
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My  name  is  Wayne  Kay  and  I  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to 
appear  here  today.   I  am  President  and  Chief  Executive  Officer  of 
Enzymatics,  Incorporated.   We  are  located  in  suburban 
Philadelphia,  in  Horsham  Pennsylvania.   Several  of  our  employees 
live  in  the  districts  adjoining  Mr.  Foglietta's,  a  distinguished 
member  of  this  Committee.   Enzymatics  is  a  manufacturer  of  in 
vitro   diagnostic  products  for  use  in  the  diagnosis,  treatment  and 
detection  of  human  diseases  and  other  conditions.   Among  the 
products  we  manufacture  is  the  Q.E.D.®  Saliva  Alcohol  Test,  a 
test  for  the  quantitative  determination  of  alcohol  in  saliva. 
Our  products  have  been  cleared  by  the  U.S.  Food  and  Drug 
Administration  (FDA)  and  are  used  in  a  variety  of  medical, 
industrial  worksite  and  U.S.  government  testing  situations.   The 
product  has  also  been  evaluated  by  the  National  Highway  Traffic 
Safety  Administration  (NHTSA)  and  has  been  found  to  be  "useful 
for  screening  purposes." 

I  have  submitted  detailed  written  information  in  support  of  my 
comments  before  you  today,  accordingly  I  will  make  by  remarks 
brief. 

The  reasons  for  requesting  an  opportunity  to  appear  before  the 
Transportation  Appropriations  Subcommittee  are  both  historical 
and  practical. 

-  From  an  historical  perspective,  Enzymatics  is  here 

because  the  Omnibus  Transportation  Employee  Testing  Act  of 
1991  was  passed  as  part  of  the  FY  '92  Transportation 
Appropriations  Bill. 
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-  From  a  practical  standpoint,  Enzymatics  is  here  because 
this  committee  appropriates  funding  for  all  Department  of 
Transportation  offices,  agencies  and  operating 
administrations,  including  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of 
Transportation  (OST) . 

OST  and  the  various  DOT  Operating  Administrations  have  proposed 
rules  by  which  to  implement  the  Omnibus  Act;  the  public  comment 
period  on  the  rulemaking  ends  next  month  on  April  14 . 

This  committee  has  both  the  authority  and  responsibility  to 
assure  that  funding  to  OST  and  the  other  DOT  Operating 
Administrations  is  applied  in  a  manner  consistent  with  the 
interests  of  the  traveling  public,  the  transportation  industry 
and  its  employees. 

We  are  concerned  that  without  adequate  oversite  from  this 
committee,  and  other  interested  Members  of  Congress,  OST  will  be 
insensitive  to  public  comment  expressed  in  writing  to  the 
rulemaking  docket  and  through  testimony  presented  during  its 
recent  series  of  public  hearings.   These  comments  have  almost 
universally  contended  that  this  safety- oriented  initiative  must  . 
be  implemented  in  a  flexible  and  cost -sensitive  fashion  and  that 
regulated  industry  must  be  permitted  to  chose  from  a  range  of  low 
cost,  technically  advanced  alcohol  testing  methods. 

As  a  manufacturer,  we  clearly  have  an  interest  in  assuring  that 
DOT'S  final  rules  do  not  exclude  use  of  the  Q.E.D.®  Saliva 
Alcohol  Test  to  screen  transportation  employees  for  alcohol 
use. 


758 

Unfortunately,  DOT's  proposed  rules  do  exclude,  by  definition, 
all  technologies  and  testing  methods  other  than  evidential 
breath  testing.   We  can  find  no  justification  in  the  statute  for 
this  exclusionary  approach. 

The  statute  specifically  provided  for  flexibility  in  the  choice 
of  screening  and  confirmation  methods  to  be  permitted.   It  also 
provided  additional  assurance  for  protection  of  employees  by 
requiring  that  all  confirmatory  specimens  be  subdivided,  allowing 
for  a  second  confirmatory  analysis  to  be  performed  by  a  second 
laboratory.   Finally,  it  directed  DOT  to  work  with  the  Department 
of  Health  and  Human  Services  (DHHS)  in  the  development  of 
appropriate  alcohol  testing  procedures.   Within  DHHS,  FDA,  HCFA, 
NIDA  and  SAMHSA  all  have  significant  technical  and  practical 
expertise  and  experience  in  the  development  of  regulations  for 
substance  abuse  testing  methods  and  programs. 

Unfortunately,  DOT's  proposed  rules  do  not  permit > flexibility  in 
the  choice  of  screening  and  confirmatory  testing  methods. 
Further : 

-  They  do  not  provide  for  the  statutory  requirement  for  a 
split  specimen. 

-  They  are  not  reflective  of  any  meaningful  communication 
between  DOT  and  the  experts  at  DHHS. 

-  And,  perhaps  of  most  concern,  they  may  not  lawfully  be 
inplemented  because  they  are  in  conflict  with  both  the 
Omnibus  Act  itself  and  with  the  Food,  Drug  and  Cosmetic 
Act. 
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It  has  been  our  contention  that  the  proposed  reliance  on  evidential 
breath  analysis  instruments  for  both  screening  and  confirmatory 
testing  of  employees,  represents  the  most  costly,  operationally 
burdensome  and  least  effective  method  by  which  to  implement  the 
required  testing  program.   This  restriction  is  both  unnecessary 
and  in  direct  conflict  with  the  intent  of  the  statute  - 
deterrence  of  alcohol  abuse  through  appropriate  testing  of 
employees  in  safety- sensitive  positions. 

OST  has  been  the  key  group  in  this  rulemaking  process. 
Regrettably,  a  virtual  continuum  of  change  within  the  Department 
has  hindered  their  efforts.   DOT  has  had  three  Secretaries  of 
Transportation  since  the  Omnibus  Act  was  signed  into  law.   During 
this  period,  the  undersecretary  level  staff  has  shrunk  from  a 
high  of  28  to  0.   This  disruption  and  discontinuity  has  disabled 
the  natural  system  of  checks -and -balances  within  DOT  and  OST  in 
particular.   We  believe  that  these  historical  factors  are  largely 
to  blame  for  the  much  delayed  and  fatally  flawed  rules  proposed 
on  December  15,  1992.   Under  the  statute,  final   rules  were  to 
have  been  in  place  by  October  28,  1992.   Optimistically,  the 
rules  may  become  final  by  early  Fall,  a  delay  of  nearly  one  full 
year! 

We  hope  that  with  the  strength  and  energy  Secretary  Pena  brings 
to  his  new  job  and  through  adequate  and  appropriate  oversite  from 
this  committee  and  Congress  as  a  whole,  that  OST  will  take  heed 
of  the  public  comments  and  make  the  necessary  modifications  to 
employee  alcohol  testing  procedures. 
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At  this  point  in  the  rulemaking  process,  it  is  both  important  and 
entirely  appropriate  for  the  Subcommittee  to  exercise  its 
oversite  jurisdiction  in  the  interests  of  transportation  safety, 
the  transportation  industry  and  its  employees.   We  encourage  the 
Committee  to  discuss  with  OST  the  issues  we  have  raised  before 
it  today. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  distinguished  members,  thank  you  again  for 
permitting  me  the  opportunity  to  appear  before  this  committee. 
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Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you  for  being  here.  You  give  us  food  for 
thought.  When  the  DOT  officials  are  before  us  later  next  month,  I 
think  we  will  be  able  to  ask  them  some  questions  and  get  their  re- 
sponses. With  that,  I  have  no  further  questions.  Thank  you  for 
being  here. 

Mr.  Kay.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 


Monday,  March  29,  1993. 
JACKSONVILLE  TRANSPORTATION  AUTHORITY  (JTA) 

WITNESSES 

HON.  CORRINE  BROWN,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 

STATE  OF  FLORIDA 
J.  CHARLES  SAWYER,  CHAIRMAN,  JTA 
MILES  N.  FRANCIS,  JR.,  EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR,  JTA 

Mr.  Carr.  Our  next  panel  will  be  introduced  by  our  good  friend, 
the  Congresswoman  from  the  greater  Jacksonville  area,  Ms.  Cor- 
rine  Brown. 

Welcome. 

Ms.  Brown.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  you  forgive  me  if  I  say  your  tie 
is  beautiful  artwork. 

Mr.  Carr.  You  are  forgiven. 

Ms.  Brown.  It  is  a  pleasure  to  be  here  with  you  all  today. 

I  introduce  Mr.  Miles  Francis,  who  is  the  Executive  Director  of 
the  Jacksonville  Transportation  Authority,  and  my  friend,  Mr. 
Charlie  Sawyer,  Chairman  of  the  Jacksonville  Transportation  Au- 
thority Board. 

Before  I  forget  it,  I  have  a  statement  from  Congresswoman  Tillie 
Fowler  in  support  of  the  project,  and  I  want  to  enter  that  in  the 
record. 

Mr.  Carr.  Without  objection,  that  will  be  included  in  the  record. 

IThe  prepared  statement  of  Hon.  Fowler  follows:] 
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Statement  by  Congresswoman  Tillie  K.  Fowler 

In  Support  of  The  Automated  Skyway  Express 
Jacksonville  Transportation  Authority 

Before  the  House  Appropriations  Subcommittee  on  Transportation 

March  29,  1993 


Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Subcommittee,  I  appreciate  the 
opportunity  to  submit  my  written  statement  in  support  of  Jacksonville 
Transportation  Authority's  Fiscal  Year  1994  request  for  construction  of  the 
Automated  Skyway  Express  ("Skyway"). 

As  a  high  growth,  sunbelt  city,  Jacksonville  is  at  a  critical  juncture  in  the 
development  and  implementation  of  its  transportation  plans.   In  order  to  address 
the  area's  congestion  and  pollution  problems,  the  Jacksonville  Transportation 
Authority  (JTA)  has  been  seeking  federal  funds  to  construct  the  Skyway,  a  2.5 
mile  elevated  dual  guideway,  fully  automated  transit  system.  This  system  which 
has  been  part  of  the  MPO's  2005  Transportation  Plan  since  1981  and  has  the. 
support  of  Jacksonville's  citizens,  businesses  and  governmental  leaders,  is 
designed  to  provide  congestion  relief,  pollution  control  and  greater  downtown 
mobility.   In  addition,  the  Skyway  will  be  intermodal  by  serving  as  a  transfer  for 
Park-N-Ride  and  bus  patrons,  and  enabling  buses  to  provide  faster,  more 
reliable  and  more  cost-effective  service  to  the  suburban  areas.  Due  to  the 
improved  efficiency  and  permanency  of  the  system,  the  Skyway  will  induce 
substantial  development  in  both  the  office  and  retail  market  along  the  route,  as 
well  as  create  new  jobs. 

The  JTA  has  received  approximately  $70  million  through  annual 
appropriations  and  full  funding  agreements  for  construction,  as  well  as  a  $71.2 
million  authorization  in  the  Intermodal  Surface  Transportation  Efficiency  Act 
(ISTEA).  JTA  has  completed  and  is  operating  the  first  segment  of  the  system 
and  the  second  segment  is  currently  under  construction.  In  FY  1994,  JTA  is 
seeking  $56.2  million  for  the  third  and  final  river  crossing  segment  of  the 
system,  a  portion  which  is  already  under  construction.  This  critical  segment  of 
the  Skyway  will  allow  efficient  movement  between  the  two  banks  of  the  St. 
Johns  River  and  will  sen/ice  substantial  hospital  and  insurance  employment 
centers.  This  appropriations  level  will  also  fund  all  the  vehicles  required  for  the 
operation  of  the  total  system. 

I  would  deeply  appreciate  the  committee's  favorable  consideration  of 
JTA's  request  in  the  FY  1994  Transportation  Appropriations  bill. 
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Ms.  Brown.  This  project  is  supported  by  all  of  the  elected  offi- 
cials from  the  Jacksonville  area.  We  have  the  support  of  the  city 
council,  the  Mayor,  the  Chamber  of  Commerce,  and  the  majority  of 
the  citizens.  And  I  want  to  make  that  point. 

Mr.  Miles  Francis  and  Mr.  Sawyer  will  talk  a  little  about  the 
project,  but  recently  there  was  an  announcement  in  the  paper  con- 
cerning a  courthouse  that  will  be  built  in  the  downtown  area,  and 
certainly  that  courthouse  and  the  regional  HRS  building  will  in- 
crease ridership  a  great  deal  in  the  Jacksonville  area. 

This  is  a  project — some  15  years  ago,  I  came  to  Washington  as  a 
private  citizen  to  testify  in  support  of  this  project.  So  we  have  a 
long  history  of  supporting  this  project  and  the  ups  and  downs.  But 
it  is  a  progressive,  forward-thinking  project  for  the  City  of  Jackson- 
ville, something  Jacksonville  has  not  really  been  known  for  on  a 
lot  of  projects,  and  in  the  future  it  will  help  the  ridership  in  our 
area  remove  buses  from  the  downtown  area.  And  it  is  one  that  the 
people  support — most  of  us,  anyway. 

So  I  want  to  introduce  Mr.  Charlie  Sawyer  and  also  Mr.  Miles 
Francis. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Hon.  Brown  of  Florida  follows:] 
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statement  by  the  Honorable  Corrine  Brown 

Introduction  of  Miles  Freuicis,  Executive  Director  of  the  JTA 

to  the  House  Transportation  Appropriations  Siibcommlttee 

March  29,  1993 


Mr.  Chairman:  It  is  a  pleasure  to  appear  before  you  today  to 
introduce  Mr.  Miles  Francis,  Executive  Director  of  the  Jacksonville 
Transportation  Authority  and  Mr.  Charlie  Sawyer,  Chairman  of  the 
JTA  Board. 

They  are  here  today  to  talk  to  you  about  the  Automated  Skyway 
Express  in  Jacksonville,  Florida.  Like  most  forward  thinking,  pro- 
growth  citizens  of  my  city,  I  support  this  project.  Likewise,  the 
ASE  is  supported  by  the  Mayor,  the  City  Council,  the  Chamber  of 
Commerce  and  the  majority  of  the  citizens. 

Once  the  2.5  mile  system  is  completed,  mass  transit  will  become 
easier  around  downtown  Jacksonville  and  over  the  St.  Johns  River. 
What  many  people  fail  to  recognize  is  that  the  ASE  will  take  the 
place  of  downtown  bus  traffic.  This  will  do  two  things  --  allow 
our  current  bus  fleet  to  run  additional  routes  throughout  the  City 
and  will  decrease  vehicle  pollution  downtown. 

The  ASE  received  additional  good  news  last  week  when  the  new 
federal  courthouse  at  Hemming  Plaza  was  announced.  Because  the 
courthouse  is  located  within  walking  distance  of  the  ASE, 
courthouse  patrons  will  become  ASE  patrons  as  well. 
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As  a  member  of  the  Economic  Development  Subcommittee,  I  want  to 
mention  the  economic  growth  potential  of  the  ASE.  Transportation 
projects  mean  jobs  and  many  people  are  today  at  work  because  of 
this  project.  Mr.  Francis'  testimony  before  you  indicates  that 
further  construction  of  the  ASE  will  create  4,693  new  jobs  with  a 
payroll  of  $91.3  million. 

Thank  you  Mr.  Chairman  for  allowing  us  to  appear  before  you  today 
and  allow  me  to  turn  it  over  to  Mr.  Francis  and  Mr.  Sawyer. 
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Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Sawyer,  Mr.  Francis,  welcome  to  the  committee, 
once  again. 

Mr.  Sawyer.  Thank  you  for  allowing  us  to  be  here  today.  Mr. 
Francis  will  give  the  background  to  the  formal  testimony,  but  I 
wanted  to  discuss  a  few  moments  with  you  the  history  and  where 
we  were  in  Jacksonville. 

Ours  is  a  unique  arrangement.  We  are  an  appointed  committee, 
three  by  the  Mayor  of  Jacksonville,  three  by  the  Governor  of  Flori- 
da, and  the  District  Director  of  the  Department  of  Transportation 
serves  on  that.  I  am  an  appointee  of  Governor  Chiles. 

We  are  charged  with  the  responsibility  of  mass  transit,  highways 
and  bridges,  all  three,  for  Jacksonville,  which  is  an  840-square-mile 
area  which  is  sometimes  a  transportation  nightmare  on  that  type 
of  territory. 

As  Congresswoman  Corrine  Brown  said  a  moment  ago,  we  came 
up  here  almost  15  years  ago  to  talk  about  invitations  that  were 
issued  by  the  Federal  Government  on  demonstration  projects.  Jack- 
sonville applied  for  one  of  those  demonstration  projects,  and  be- 
cause of  default  of  some  of  the  larger  cities,  we  were  awarded  one, 
and  we  got  the  throw-aways  of  the  last  funding  of  that  group,  and 
we  were  allowed  to  build  what  was  known  as  a  demonstration 
starter  leg  of  .7  miles.  It  runs  from  our  convention  center  to  a 
parking  garage  downtown,  and  we  had  to  stop  because  of  funding. 

We  built  that  .7  miles  at  1.3  percent  over  budget,  which  is  unique 
for  these  types  of  systems,  as  you  well  know.  From  that  time  we 
started  our  planning  in  Jacksonville — as  beautiful  as  the  river  of 
St.  Johns  that  runs  through  our  city,  it  is  an  absolute  nightmare 
when  you  start  trying  to  move  transportation  across  it.  We  said  at 
that  time  that  the  construction  of  corridors  for  single  car,  single 
passengers,  in  the  future  of  our  transportation  system,  just  could 
not  possibly  ever  work.  We  are  running  out  of  corridors,  as  we  all 
know. 

But  at  the  same  time,  if  we  are  to  provide  an  efficient  light  rail 
in  the  future  and  bus  transportation,  that  river  became  a  problem 
because  we  were  dumping  all  of  the  traffic  in  three  locations  for 
the  downtown  area. 

So  we  decided  at  that  time  all  of  our  planning  has  been  designed 
around  our  2.5  million  system  that  will  serve  as  the  hub  of  our 
overall  mass  transit  system.  It  will  provide  a  20  percent  more  effi- 
ciency in  our  bus  system  because  we  will  no  longer  bring  our  buses 
downtown,  and  those  will  interchange  with  our  intermodal  systems 
on  the  periphery. 

We  have  a  great  deal  of  support  for  this.  The  mayor  has  just 
completed  what  is  known  as  the  insight  committee  that  over  a 
thousand  citizens  have  studied  where  they  want  our  city  to  be  in  10 
years,  and  they  recommended  the  completion  of  the  Skyway. 

You  know,  when  you  start  talking  about  match,  beginning  back 
in  the  1950s,  our  community  has  been  matching.  And  I  don't  know 
what  the  rules  are  when  you  start  considering  match,  but  you  have 
before  you  there  one  of  your  photographs  that  has  got  four  bridges 
going  across  the  St.  John,  if  you  have  that  before  you  there,  and  we 
have  built  all  of  those  without  a  dollar's — not  a  penny's  worth  of 
State  nor  Federal  dollars  over  the  years,  the  most  recent  being  the 
yellow  lane  being  the  $130  million  Dane  Point  Bridge.  The  other 
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bridge  is  the  1-95  bridge,  that  is  a  Federal  expressway,  as  you 
know,  all  built  with  local  tax  dollars  through  toll  bonding. 

So  when  we  start  talking  about  match,  we  have  been  matching 
an  awful  long  time  with  local  dollars.  Recently  that  toll  funding 
has  been  converted  to  a  half-cent  sales  tax  which  is  dedicated  to 
our  transportation  system.  We  built  over  150  miles  of  Federally 
designated  interstate  roadways,  and  currently  or  under  construc- 
tion, part  of  the  interstate  system  of  9-A  of  $33  million  which 
qualifies  for  Federal  dollars,  all  with  local  funding. 

So  if  you  wanted  to  talk  about  match  and  use  the  dollars  that 
the  local  people  have  invested  in  the  transportation  system,  we  are 
dramatically  overmatched  with  what  we  are  asking  the  Federal 
Government  for. 

Let  me  say  by  closing,  we  have  been  a  partner  in  this  project 
now  for  about  10  years,  and  we  have,  as  you  know,  this  committee 
has  afforded  us,  thankfully,  an  amount  each  year  that  would  keep 
the  project  moving  along.  We  have  been  given  probably  a  little 
over  60  percent  of  the  total  funding  needed  to  require  the  entire  2.5 
mile  system. 

For  five  years,  I  have  looked  forward  to  the  opportunity  to  say 
that  you  have  the  opportunity  to  see  me  for  the  last  time  and  this 
will  complete  the  project.  We  are  faced  with  a  final  segment  now, 
and  by  building  this  transportation  system  three  and  four  blocks  at 
a  time,  it  has  not  been  the  greatest  economy  of  building  such  a 
small  portion  at  a  time. 

We  have  the  opportunity  now,  with  the  funding  that  we  are  re- 
questing, to  put  out  for  bid  to  competitive  bidding  the  rest  of  the 
system.  That  will  afford  a  great  deal  of  economies  of  scale,  as  you 
can  well  imagine,  rather  than  building  it  in  .5,  .6,  .7  mile  segments. 
We  are  convinced  we  can  save  both  the  local  match  and  the  Feder- 
al dollars,  significant  dollars,  if  we  are  allowed  to  bid  the  remain- 
der of  the  system  at  one  time. 

Mr.  Francis  will  go  into  all  of  the  other  areas  we  wanted  to  talk 
about. 

Let  me  say  to  you  this  project  has  had  a  long  road  of  support.  It 
has  a  long  road  of  criticisms  from  time  to  time.  But  we  will  point 
out  to  you  the  development  that  solidifies  some  of  the  comments 
made.  The  development  will  follow  transit  systems,  and  we  will 
show  you  as  we  go  through  Mr.  Francis's  testimony,  the  develop- 
ment now  that  is  beginning  to  hug  the  transit  lines. 

So  with  that,  I  appreciate  being  here  and  we  will  answer  any 
questions  at  a  later  moment. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Sawyer. 

Mr.  Francis? 

Mr.  Francis.  Mr.  Chairman,  Members,  you  have  a  map  in  front 
of  you  that  has  some  interesting-looking  colors  on  it,  pink  and 
purple.  I  would  like  you  to  look  at  that. 

I  think  one  of  the  things  that  should  be  of  interest  to  anybody 
who  is  concerned  or  has  knowledge  about  this  system 

Mr.  DeLay.  Excuse  me,  are  you  looking  at  a  map  or  these 
photos? 

Mr.  Francis.  A  map  with  lines  on  it,  purple,  green.  It  was  an  at- 
tachment. 

Mr.  DeLay.  Okay. 
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Mr.  Francis.  We  are  past  the  point  of  no  return  on  this  project, 
we  feel,  and  I  say  that  because  the  purple  line  is  an  operating  seg- 
ment, and,  you  know,  we  built  the  thing  with  the  idea  and  intent 
of  coming  along  behind  it  and  building  the  second  segment,  which 
is  in  green,  and  that  was  in  1989.  So  we  left  that  a  demonstration 
project,  which  is  very  short,  for  people  to  shoot  at  for  a  long  period 
of  time. 

It  is  demonstrated  technology.  It  is  also  demonstrated  that  people 
have  come  in  sight  of  their  workplace,  in  sight  of  their  workplace, 
and  get  on  a  mass  transit  vehicle  and  ride  to  work,  because  we 
have  a  lot  of  parking  around  the  terminal  station,  which  is  the  last 
block  of  purple  at  the  bottom  of  your  aerial  photograph. 

The  next  segment  you  have  funded,  it  is  under  construction,  and 
that  is  the  segment  in  green,  that  goes  east  and  then  turns  north 
and  then  goes  up  to  a  junior  college.  That  is  an  important  segment. 
Let  me  tell  you  why. 

The  first  item  that  makes  this  important  is  a  picture  you  have  of 
a  central  facility  that  will  be  serving  buses,  cars,  as  well  as  the 
Skyway,  that  the  City  of  Jacksonville  should  have  had  some  years 
ago,  but  knowing  we  were  going  to  build  it  as  part  of  the  Skyway 
project,  we  waited  until  we  could  build  this.  This  is  under  construc- 
tion. That  is  right  in  front  of  a  junior  college  in  downtown  Jackson- 
ville. It  is  also  a  terminating  point  for  the  Skyway. 

The  other  point  that  makes  this  particular  segment  which  is 
under  construction  very  important,  if  you  look  at  the  map,  that  in- 
dicates some  new  buildings  that  have  just  been  announced  on  the 
guide  way  that  is  under  construction. 

The  orange  building  being  city  hall,  the  plans  are  to  move  city 
hall  to  the  location  which  is  in  orange.  It  is  an  existing  building 
that  will  be  cleaned  out  and  modified  and  upgraded. 

In  green,  we  just  announced  the  possibility  of  a  new  Federal 
building  being  built  on  the  guide  way.  In  blue,  that  is  a  new  li- 
brary. So  you  have  three  passenger  generators  that  have  just  been 
announced  for  this  leg  that  is  under  construction. 

Then,  lastly,  if  you  refer  back  to  the  map  with  the  pink  line  on  it 
going  across  the  river,  that  is  the  segment  we  are  talking  about 
today.  That,  gentlemen,  is  the  most  viable  segment.  People  say. 
Why  did  you  build  that  first?  Well,  let  me  speak  to  that. 

We  didn't  build  it  first  because  if  we  did,  you  would  have  a 
stand-alone  bridge  that  would  cost  somewhere  around  $25  million. 
What  we  did  was  wait  until  FHWA  started  construction  on  the 
bridge  in  pink,  and  you  see  a  silver  stripe  beside  it.  We  had  $7  mil- 
lion transfer  from  FTA  to  FHWA  to  accommodate  the  platform  on 
that  bridge.  Half  of  that  is  done.  The  platform  is  on  the  bridge 
today  as  I  speak. 

Also,  they  have  been  on  the  south  side,  which  is  to  the  top  of 
your  aerial  photograph,  south  side,  we  call  it  the  south  bank.  There 
are  pilings  of  foundations  we  have  put  in  when  the  bridge  was 
under  construction  to  support  the  guide  way  as  it  goes  across  the 
river  on  that  very  valuable  segment  going  to  the  south  bank. 

Also,  the  last  two  years,  we  had  $15  million  that  this  committee 
promoted  for  this  river  crossing.  So  our  request  to  you  is  to  finalize 
this  2.5  million  system  with  the  appropriation  of  what  is  remain- 
ing, approximately  $56  million. 
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Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Francis,  Jr.  follows:] 
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TESTIMONY 

Miles  N.  Francis,  Jr. 
Executive  Director 

Jacksonville  Transportation  Authority 

Before 

House  Appropriations  Subcommittee  on  Transportation 

March  29,  1993 

TO:   Members  of  the  House  Subcommittee  on  Transportation 

It  is  important  for  this  Subcommittee  to  understand  the  history  of 
the  Automated  Skyway  Express  project,  particularly  with  regard  to 
the  piecemeal  approval  and  funding  that  marked  the  development  of 
this  project.  Planning  began  in  1976,  and  the  project's  review  and 
approval  proceeded  through  the  Urban  Mass  Transportation  Adminis- 
tration as  part  of  the  "downtown  people  mover"  demonstration 
program. 

Just  as  the  planning  and  project  approval  process  for  this  2.5  mile 
system  was  coming  to  a  successful  conclusion  under  the  direction  of 
the  Carter  Administration,  the  Reagan  Administration  came  into 
being  and  immediately  introduced  a  very  different  Executive  Branch 
policy  on  Federal  participation  in  mass  transit  programs.  Among 
the  Reagan  Administration  initiatives  was  the  elimination  of 
Federal  effort  to  develop  downtown  people  movers.  Due  to  the 
momentum  that  three  projects  had  nationwide,  including  ours  in 
Jacksonville,  the  Congress  decided  to  proceed  with  the  these  three 
projects  in  the  face  of  strong  opposition  from  the  Reagan  Adminis- 
tration. At  the  same  time,  we  were  coping  with  other  Reagan 
initiatives  to  drastically  reduce  overall  levels  of  Federal  funding 
for  mass  transit.  This  resulted  in  a  severe  restriction  of  Federal 
funding  resources  which,  coupled  with  the  vociferous  Administration 
opposition  to  continuing  the  downtown  people  mover  program,  made 
negotiation  with  the  Administration  on  moving  forward  with  the 
Jacksonville  people  mover  a  most  difficult  task. 


771 


Testimony 
3/29/93 

page  2 

As  a  result,  our  Automated  Skyway  Express  was  divided  into  funding 
and  construction  phases  which  have,  in  turn,  resulted  in  a  most 
undesirable  development  plan  for  the  Jacksonville  project.  The 
Reagan  Administration  finally  agreed,  under  strong  pressure  from 
this  Committee,  to  execute  a  full  funding  agreement  for  a  .7  mile 
"starter  system"  in  1984.  This  first  phase,  designated  "Phase  lA" , 
opened  to  revenue  service  on  June  5,  1989.  Since  that  time  we  have 
proceeded  with  planning  additional  segments  to  complete  the  full 
2.5  mile  system.  This  Subcommittee  has  continued  to  earmark 
Section  3  discretionary  funds  to  the  project,  and  we  are  pleased  to 
note  the  cooperative  atmosphere  which  developed  at  the  Federal 
Transit  Administration  during  the  last  year  of  the  Bush  Administra- 
tion with  even  more  favorable  emphasis  from  the  Clinton  Administra- 
tion. As  a  result,  we  are  in  final  negotiations  with  the  FTA  for 
a  full  funding  grant  agreement  which  will  reflect  the  authorized 
funding  level  for  the  project  as  contained  in  the  Intermodal 
Surface  Transportation  Efficiency  Act  of  1991  (ISTEA) ,  of  $71.2 
million  for  the  1.8  mile  "extension"  (i.e.,  completion)  of  the 
Automated  Skyway  Express. 

Through  Federal  funding,  we  have  completed  and  are  operating  the 
first  segment  (Phase  lA)  and  the  second  segment  (Phase  IB  North 
Leg)  is  under  construction.  You  have  also  appropriated  $15  million 
toward  the  third  segment  (Phase  IB  River  Crossing  Leg) . 

We  are  before  you  today  reguesting  additional  funding  for  the  third 
and  final  river  crossing  segment  of  a  2.5  mile  system.  The  bridge 
that  will  accommodate  this  segment  is  already  under  construction 
and  will  provide  the  platforms  to  accommodate  the  running  pads  for 
the  Skyway  vehicles.  Already  completed,  are  the  pier  foundations 
at  the  south  end  of  the  new  bridge  and  the  northbound  platform. 

This  segment  will  service  substantial  hospital  and  insurance 
employment  centers  allowing  convenient  movement  between  the  two 
banks  of  the  St.  Johns  River.  Only  with  the  completion  of  this 
final  segment  can  the  project's  full  benefit  be  realized. 

The  Federal  government,  through  a  series  of  grants  and  full  funding 
agreements,  has  funded  this  project  to  a  current  level  of  $74.6 
million.   This  funding  includes  (see  Attachment  1,  aerial  photo) : 

-  The  construction  of  the  first  segment  -  Phase  lA  -  $26.8 
million  (in  purple  on  aerial  photo). 

-  A  grant  for  $3.9  million  -  Phase  IB  design  services. 
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The  transferral  from  FTA  (UMTA)  of  $7  million  to  FHWA  for  the 
construction  of  guideway  platforms  on  the  new  Acosta  Bridge 
(third  segment  river  crossing)  now  under  construction  (in 
silver  on  aerial  photo) . 

-  An  allocation,  through  a  current  FTA  full  funding  agreement, 
of  $28.8  million  for  the  construction  of  the  second  segment 
north  leg.  Phase  IB  (in  green  on  aerial  photo) . 

Congressional  appropriation  of  $5.1  million  in  FY92  for  the 
construction  of  the  third  segment,  river  crossing,  of  Phase  IB 
(in  pink  on  aerial  photo) . 

Congressional  appropriation  of  $10.0  million  in  FY93  for  the 
construction  of  the  third  segment,  river  crossing,  of  Phase  IB 
(in  pink  on  aerial  photo) . 

The  most  unfortunate  aspect  of  this  piecemeal  approach  to  funding 
and  constructing  our  downtown  people  mover  project  is  that,  like 
constructing  a  house  or  any  type  of  civil  construction  on  a  room- 
by-room  or  section-by-section  basis,  we  have  lost  certain  economies 
of  scale  by  having  to  divide  the  project,  and  hence  the  civil 
construction  and  equipment  procurement  work,  into  segments.  Rather 
than  being  able  to  bring  project  design,  construction  and  equipment 
suppliers  in  to  bid  on  the  entire  2.5  mile  system,  we  were  forced 
in  1984  to  seek  bids  on  the  .7  mile  starter  system,  and  later,  on 
an  additional  .6  mile  North  Leg  Extension  that  takes  the  Automated 
Skyway  Express  completely  through  the  downtown  area  on  the  north 
bank  of  the  St.  Johns  River  to  the  Florida  Community  College 
campus . 

While  we  have  unquestionably  lost  project  budget  economies  by  being 
forced  into  less  than  optimal  design,  construction  and  procurement 
contracts,  we  have  also  suffered  from  the  disadvantages  of  having 
only  .7  miles  of  an  intended  2.5  mile  project  in  revenue  service. 
While  UMTA  officials  in  1984  may  have  viewed  this  .7  miles  as  an 
"operable  segment",  the  resulting  ridership  from  this  initially 
truncated  project  provided  service  to  few  people  in  the  downtown 
area  due  to  its  short  length.  It  did  not  have  the  capability  of 
accommodating  many  of  the  trips  that  occur  in  the  downtown  area. 
In  addition,  development  downtown  was  in  areas  not  served  by  the 
starter  line.  The  .7  mile  segment  provides  access  to  a  very 
limited  number  of  trip  origin  and  destination  points,  and  connects 
a  very  limited  number  of  major  trip  generators. 
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We  are  requesting  that  $56.2  million  be  appropriated  to  this 
project  for  FY94.  This  is  in  addition  to  $15.1  million  previously 
appropriated,  which  added  together,  would  total  $71.2  million 
thereby  complying  with  the  ISTEA  legislation  (Attachments  2  and  3)  . 
This  funding  will  allow  for  construction  to  continue  across  the  St. 
Johns  River  to  the  first  station  in  the  south  bank  area.  It  will 
also  fund  all  the  vehicles  required  for  the  operation  of  the  total 
system. 

As  reflected  in  Attachment  4,  the  benefits  of  the  project  to  the 
community  are  significant.  The  construction  of  the  second  segment 
alone  (north  leg,  including  a  bus/skyway  transfer  facility.  Attach- 
ment 5,  which  is  fully  funded  and  under  construction)  will  result 
in  1,348  new  project-related  jobs  at  a  payroll  of  $26.2  million, 
with  a  local  economic  impact  of  $78.4  million,  a  regional  economic 
impact  of  $81.6  million  and  a  national  economic  impact  of  $122.9 
million. 

The  total  economic  impact,  including  both  segments,  north  leg  and 
river  crossing,  become  even  more  significant.  They  will  result  in 
4,693  new  project-related  jobs  with  a  payroll  of  $91.3  million,  a 
local  economic  impact  of  $274.8  million,  a  regional  economic  impact 
of  $284.3  million  and  a  national  economic  impact  of  $429.8  million. 

The  cost  effectiveness  of  this  project  can  be  found  in  several 
areas.  Our  most  recent  financial  plan,  which  has  been  approved  by 
FTA,  shows  break-even  operation  by  1998,  when  the  system  at  its 
full  2.5  mile  configuration  will  accommodate  19,000  passengers  per 
weekday. 

The  Skyway  project,  in  its  completed  form  (2.5  miles  of  guideway, 
9  stations  and  14  vehicles) ,  will  become  an  integral  part  of 
Jacksonville's  mass  transit  system.  It  will  allow  easy,  convenient 
(two-minute  headways)  access  into  our  downtown  area,  which  is 
particularly  important  because  of  the  St.  Johns  River  bisecting  our 
core  city.  By  utilizing  its  elevated  guideway  structure,  it  will 
not  conflict  with  any  of  the  downtown  vehicular  and  pedestrian 
traffic.  It  will  also  provide  for  approximately  5,000  additional 
parking  spaces  in  and  around  the  downtown  area,  thereby  providing 
a  built-in  cliental  for  the  Skyway.  This  is  currently  being  done 
(approximately  800  parking  spaces)  very  successfully,  with  our 
completed  first  segment. 
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The  Skyway  is  part  of  a  well-developed  transportation  plan  for  our 
community.  One  that  has  been  subject  to  extensive  review  by  the 
City  Council,  the  Mayor,  the  Chamber  of  Commerce,  the  Florida 
Department  of  Transportation  and  the  Federal  Transit  Administra- 
tion, as  well  as  this  Committee.  It  has  broad  support  throughout 
our  community. 

The  project,  to  date,  has  had  minimal  impact  on  downtown  travel 
patterns  with  the  result  that  we  have  been  able  to  accrue  few 
mobility  and  congestion  mitigation  benefits  to  the  project  to  date. 
Additionally,  we  have  not  been  able  to  realize  the  operational 
benefits  that  are  expected  to  materialize  when  the  2.5  mile  system 
is  completed.  This  includes  the  ability  to  remove  buses  from 
downtown  streets  and  to  shorten  individual  bus  trip  running  time. 
The  time  saved  will  be  used  to  make  more  runs  and  thus  increase 
service  frequencies  on  bus  routes  leading  to  the  downtown  area. 
This  frees  buses  from  existing  schedules  and  routes,  increasing 
suburban  service.  The  CBD  fringe  parking  areas  which  we  have 
established  and  maintained  in  anticipation  of  the  completion  of  the 
Skyway  will  finally  be  fully  utilized,  thus  providing  further 
vehicular  congestion  and  air  pollution  mitigation  in  the  downtown 
area. 

The  Jacksonville  Transportation  Authority  and  the  City  of  Jackson- 
ville, appreciate  the  Congress  and  the  Administration's  efforts  in 
providing  stimulus  funding  to  restore  a  more  balanced  role  for 
transit.  We  have  faced  a  long  step-by-step  struggle  to  get  where 
we  are  today.  We  have  moved  forward  with  numerous  small  amounts  of 
funding,  constructing  this  system  segment  by  segment.  We  are  very 
appreciative  of  the  fact  that  two-thirds  of  this  project  is  fully 
funded,  because  of  this  Committee's  support.  We  are  determined  to 
complete  this  project,  thereby  allowing  the  future  transportation 
plans  of  this  community  to  be  carried  out. 

Your  continued  support  is  necessary  and  appreciated. 


MNF/pal 
Attachments 


775 


SKYWAY  EXPRESS  SYSTEM 
Jacksonville  Transportation  Authority 

1993 

Attachment  1 


776 


« 

< 


8 

Ml  i 

Nils' 


a  e 


B5u-g5;;  8 


"  5-^spI 

1^1 5-,- J!. a 

Uf~t\ 


S' 


777 


♦ 


Attachment  3 


JACKSONVILLE,  FLORTOA 

AUTOMATED  SKYWAY  EXPRESS 

TRANSIT  SYSTEM 

JACKSONVILLE  TRANSPORTATION  AUTHORITY 

Phase  1-B:  includes  1.8  mile  dual  guideway  System  which  consists  of  6  additional  stations,  12  additional 
vehicles,  a  vehicle  maintenance  facility  and  construction  of  1.8  miles  of  guideway.  This  project  also  includes 
joint  use  of  the  new  Acosta  Bridge,  an  FHWA/UMTA  project,  which  is  under  construction.  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  documents  were  approved  for  this  project  in  1984. 

Previous  Allocation  FY  '90  &  '91  -  Funds  the  construction  of  the  system's  north  segment*,  includ- 
ing 0.6  miles  of  dual  guideway,  two  additional  stations  and  vehicles,  and  will  extend  from  the  Central  Station 
(currently  in  use)  to  the  Florida  Community  College  at  Jacksonville  (FCCJ)  downtown  campus.  Also,  provided 
are  funds  for  construction  of  seven  foundations  on  the  south  bank  of  the  St.  Johns  River,  as  a  part  of  the  river 
crossing  segment,  which  are  adjacent  to  the  new  Acosta  Bridge  (currently  under  construction).  A  major  bus 
interface  will  be  constructed  at  the  FCCJ  Station  and  park  and  ride  facilities  will  be  available. 

Previous  Appropriation  FY  '92  -  Funds  appropriated  ($5.I  million)  will  complete  the  final  design 
of  the  remainder  of  the  2.5  mile  system  north  of  the  river  and  purchase  right  of  way. 

Previous  Appropriation  FY  '93  -  Funds  appropriated  ($10.0  million)  will  complete  all  right-of-way 
acquisition  for  the  entire  2.5  mile  system.  Construction  would  proceed  for  the  guideway  from  the  turn  out  at 
Bay  and  Broad  streets  south  to  the  new  Acosta  Bridge  to  meet  the  river  crossing  guideway  already  under 
construction.  Also,  the  guideway  link  to  the  Central  Maintenance  and  Control  Center  (CMSA)  would  be 
constructed. 

Proposed  Appropriation  FY  '94  -  Funds  ($56.0  million)  would  complete  construction  of  the 
guideway  across  the  St.  Johns  River  including  the  San  Marco  Boulevard  Station  on  the  southbank  and  the 
completion  of  the  CMSA  structure.  Vehicles  would  be  purchased  and  automated  train  control  installed  on  the 
guideway  and  in  station.  The  Central  control  for  the  full  system  would  be  installed  in  the  CMSA  site  along 
with  appropriate  vehicle  maintenance  equipment. 

Funding  Required  (millions) 


Second  Segment 

North  Leg 
Previous  Funding 

FY  92 

Third  Segment 

River  Crossing 

FY  93 

FY  94 

Current 
Authorization 

FEDERAL    (FTA)               28.8 
STATE                                      4.8 
LOCAL                                      4.8 

5.1 
.6 
.6 

10.0 
1.2 
1.2 

56.1 
7.0 
7.0 

71.2 
8.8 
8.8 

38.4* 

6.3 

12.4 

70.1 

88.8 

•Currently  under   construction 

022893 

Scenario  U» 

(1919  ilolUfi  enimile  to  6/91) 

Putting  Your  Future  In  Motion 
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Mr.  Carr.  Your  request  is  how  much? 

Mr.  Francis.  Fifty-six.  That  is  tied  in  with  the  $71.2  that  is  in 
the  ISTEA  legislation. 

Mr.  Carr.  In  your  statement,  you  make  no  reference  to  the 
recent  bid  that  you  received,  which  is  pretty  far  above  the  avail- 
able resources.  So  you  are  having  to  discuss  with,  what,  FTA,  what 
you  do  about  that? 

Let's  talk  about  that  for  a  minute. 

Mr.  Francis.  Yes,  I  will,  thank  you. 

It  is  not  above  the  budget,  or  the  bid  was  $9.12  million,  and  that 
was  not  above  what  we  had  budgeted.  That  is  within  our  budget.  So 
if  we  were  to  go  that  route,  we  certainly  could  afford  it. 

FTA  rejected  the  sole-source  application.  They  feel  like  it  should 
be  competitively  bid.  The  problem  is  that  when  you  competitively 
bid  such  a  small  s^ment  just  for  train  control,  you  are  not  going 
to  get — it  is  not  an  attractive  bid  and  you  are  not  going  to  get,  we 
feel,  a  competitive  bid. 

You  are  not  going  to  get  different  vendors  bidding  on  it  because 
it  is  such  a  small  project.  What  we  need  to  do  is  combine  the  seg- 
ments to  give  us  an  attractive  bid  so  we  can  go  out  and  competi- 
tively bid  the  train-controlling  vehicles  for  both  the  north  leg, 
which  is  in  green,  and  the  river  crossing,  which  is  in  pink. 

But  it  was  not  beyond  our  budget.  It  was  in  the  budget  we  had. 
We  wouldn't  have  moved  forward  if  it  was  beyond  our  budget. 

But  the  sole  source  was  rejected  because  of  a  lack  of  support  as 
far  as  their  costs  were  concerned. 

Mr.  Carr.  How  many  vehicles  a  day  go  over  the  bridge  that  is 
marked? 

Mr.  Francis.  Approximately  70,000  vehicles  a  day  over  the  Costa 
Bridge. 

Mr.  Carr.  There  is  a  bridge  that  looks  like  a  draw  bridge  and  it 
is  in  blue  on  my  picture;  how  many  vehicles  a  day  go  across  that? 

Mr.  Francis.  About  45. 

Mr.  Carr.  Up  at  the  top  of  this  picture  is  smother  bridge.  How 
many  vehicles 

Mr.  Francis.  That  is  in  excess  of  almost  100,000.  That  is  on  1-95. 
It  is  a  draw  bridge. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  am  talking  about  here  to  the  east. 

Mr.  Francis.  That  is  the  Hart.  Approximately  45.  The  others  are 
about  the  same,  except  for  the  one  in  yellow.  That  is  the  last  one 
we  built.  That  is  about  25,000  a  day. 

Mr.  Carr.  And  100,000  are  on  this  blue  bridge,  that  is  1-95? 

Mr.  Francis.  That  is  correct.  Approximately  100,000, 

Mr.  Carr.  How  many  lanes  is  that? 

Mr.  Francis.  It  is  four.  It  is  gridlock  now.  It  was  built  for  86,000. 
It  is  scheduled  to  be  rebuilt. 

Mr.  Carr.  What  are  they  going  to  do  with  it;  do  you  know? 

Mr.  Francis.  They  are  going  to  build  a  high-rise  just  south  of  the 
existing  structure. 

Mr.  Carr.  Most  of  that  is — ^well,  what  amount  of  that  is  through 
traffic;  do  you  have  any  idea? 

Mr.  Francis.  Anywhere  between  10  and  20  percent  on  95,  at  that 
point,  because  you  also  have  295  to  the  west. 
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Mr.  Carr.  So  80  percent  is  local  traffic,  roughly  80,000.  My  rough 
calculation  is  between  those  four  bridges,  and  I  am  not  including 
the  yellow  one  or  the  purple  one,  I  am  just  thinking  about  the  four 
main  bridges,  I  think  you  have  called  it  the  Hart  bridge,  the  Main 
Street  Bridge 

Mr.  Francis.  The  Costa  Bridge? 

Mr.  Carr.  And  1-95.  I  calculate  about  240,000  vehicles  per  day, 
then. 

Now,  what  is  the  downtown  employment  population? 

Mr.  Francis.  Around  60,000. 

Mr.  Carr.  Sixty  thousand? 

Mr.  Francis.  Correct. 

Mr.  Carr.  Do  you  have  any  idea  how  many  of  those  folks  live 
south  of  the  river?  Is  there  any 

Mr.  Sawyer.  We  don't  know.  South  of  the  river,  which  is  to  your 
right  on  this  particular  picture,  that  is  listed  among  the  fastest- 
growing  areas  in  the  United  States.  It  provides  a  tremendous  em- 
ployment base,  and  a  lot  of  our  workers  live  north  of  the  river.  And 
trying  to  get  those  people  across  the  river,  if  they  are  having  to 
change  buses  two  and  three  times — and  that  is  what  prompted  us 
with  this  intermodal  system,  is  to  have  the  hub,  be  able  to  move 
those  people  in  two-  or  three-minute  headway  times  over  there  so 
that  they  can  move  to  those  transportation  areas. 

But  the  largest  population  of  people,  now  and  in  the  future,  is 
south  of  the  river.  Not  to  discount  north  of  the  river.  We  are  grow- 
ing very  dramatically. 

Mr.  Francis.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  may,  I  don't  know  where  you 
are  going  with  this,  but  something  that  might  be  of  interest,  if  you 
look  at  the  Main  Street  Bridge  and  compare  a  new  bridge  with 
what  we  can  do  with  the  skyway,  during  the  peak  hour,  the 
skyway,  as  we  have  it  configured,  will  carry  about  3,300  riders,  or 
vehicle  equipment  of  3,300  cars. 

The  peak-hour  volume  on  the  Main  Street  Bridge  is  about  4,000. 
So  you  are  almost  trading  a  transportation  system  for  another 
Main  Street  Bridge. 

Mr.  Carr.  You  know,  the  aerial  photo  here  looks  like  there  is 
plenty  of  parking  downtown.  What  is  to  really  discourage  people 
from  driving  downtown? 

Mr.  Sawyer.  We  have  recently  announced  a  commitment  by — 
and  that  is  a  problem  with  all  of  us.  But  the  city  government  has 
recently  committed  that  there  will  be  no  more  downtown  parking, 
and  that  they  will  rely  on  the  skyway. 

But  if  I  can  go  back  to  this  picture,  the  spiderweb,  and  you  will 
see  the  parking  along  the  river  up  there,  that  is  the  government 
center  just  north  of  the  Main  Street  Bridge,  and  that  is  part  of 
what  is  anticipated  to  being  moved  along  the  skyway  system. 

The  plans  now  are  to  move  that  into  the  private  sector  for  river 
front  development.  Most  of  the  surface  parking  you  will  see  south 
or  along  the  lane  are  pieces  of  property  that  are  for  sale.  So  as  de- 
velopment occurs,  those  parking  places  will  disappear. 

Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  could  just  emphasize  one  more  thing,  again, 
this  photo  with  the  green  line  intersected  by  a  purple  line  and  a 
magenta  line  across  the  river,  if  we  go  where  we  are  right  now 
with  the  same  funding  and  without  sufficient  funding  to  go  across 
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the  river,  we  are  letting  civil  construction  now  on  the  green  sec- 
tion. We  anticipate  having  a  shuttle  system  on  the  existing  line  up 
the  green  line,  with  still  two  cars.  But  we  have  got  to  have  a  new 
controller  for  that  to  work  automatically. 

Now,  that  means  then  that  when  we  bid  in  the  future,  only  the 
pink  will  be  allowed  to  be  bid  and  we  are  then  locked  into  what- 
ever technology  that  we  have  got  on  this  segment.  And  we  are  also 
locked  into  another  very  small  portion. 

So  when  you  consider  the  competitive  arena,  and  I  looked  at 
some  of  the  cars,  for  example,  that  Honolulu  got  with  respect  to 
their  bid,  I  think  it  was  $1.3  million,  and  we  are  trjdng  to  buy  one, 
two  or  three  cars,  it  is  in  excess  of  $3  million. 

So  there  are  tremendous  economies  for  the  taxpayers  if  we  can 
bid  the  green  and  the  pink  at  least  from  the  standpoint  of  the  con- 
trollers, the  technology  and  the  cars. 

I  am  convinced,  we  are  convinced,  after  informal  talks  with  vari- 
ous vendors,  there  will  be  dramatic  economies  by  being  able  to  do 
that. 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Francis,  your  statement  last  year  indicated  there 
were  50,000  people  working  in  downtown  Jacksonville.  Today,  you 
say  there  is  60,000  now.  What  accounts  for  the  difference? 

Mr.  Francis.  It  has  varied  between  50,000  and  70,000  for  a 
number  of  years.  We  have  new  businesses  come  in  and  we  have 
some  that  leave,  but  I  think  that  is  a  range  depending  on  whether 
you  are  talking  about  the  Chamber  of  Commerce  or  some  other 
agency,  but  that  range  has  not  changed  appreciably  in  some  years. 

Mr.  Carr.  Last  year  you  said  your  conservative  ridership  esti- 
mate would  be  38,000,  and  yet  your  statement  today  says  19,000. 
Half  of  what 

Mr.  Francis.  It  depends  on  what  year.  And  we  just  redid  for 
FTA  a  financial  plan  that  concluded  ridership.  If  you  are  looking 
at  total  ridership,  we  are  projecting  25,000  riders  in  1998,  depend- 
ing on  when  this  thing  can  finally  be  built.  That  is  the  problem  we 
have  had  all  along.  We  get  dribbles  and  drabs  of  funding  and  every 
year  we  wait  inflation  takes  over,  and  we  have  to  redo  our  projec- 
tions. 

But  if  you  look  at  the  makeup  of  the  25,000,  you  have  got  circula- 
tion trips,  you  have  got  bus  trips  and  you  have  got  park  and  ride 
trips.  The  bus  trips  are  nonrevenue  trips,  so  you  are  talking  about 
approximately  15,000  revenue  trips  made  up  of  park  and  ride,  and 
made  up  of  people  who  come  up  and  ride  the  system,  either  by 
parking — there  are  two  keys,  I  think,  that  we  have  already  proven 
concerning  this  project,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  I  would  like  to  men- 
tion, and  I  think  the  Chairman  mentioned  one,  and  that  is  good 
contract  administration  on  the  first  segment. 

The  second  one  is  that  we  had  planned  a  lot  of  parking  areas 
around  these  terminal  stations.  The  three  terminal  stations  are  on 
the  2.5  million  system,  and  all  three  of  them  have  a  lot  of  parking 
area. 

The  last  segment  in  pink  that  goes  across  the  river  not  only  has 
service  parking,  it  also  has  a  parking  garage,  we  have  proven — 
whereby  we  have  had  anywhere  from  85  to  95  percent  capacity, 
that  people  will  get  out  of  their  cars  that  close  to  town  and  ride  the 
system. 
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Money  derived  from  parking  also  contributes  to  operating  reve- 
nue. We  have  not  come  to  the  city,  the  State  or  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment for  any  portion  of  it,  and  don't  plan  to. 

Looking  at  our  financial  plan,  you  are  seeing  a  system  that  in 
1998  will  be  self-sufficient.  And  the  reason  for  that  is  the  parking.  I 
mean,  it  is  very  easy  to  figure  out.  We  took  5,000  parking  places 
that  will  be  available,  and  figure  capacity  at  78  percent,  which  I 
think  is  very  reasonable,  it  is  certainly  more  than  that  now,  and 
multiply  it,  78  percent  of  the  vehicles  times  1.2,  and  you  can  see 
right  there  that  you  have  a  ridership,  a  big  bulk  of  the  ridership  is 
coming  from  parking.  So  we  feel  comfortable  with  that  projection. 

Another  thing  is,  this  happens  aU  the  time,  I  don't  know  if  there 
is  a  good  answer,  this  is  what  you  do  in  school  when  you  ask  your 
son  what  grades  he  has,  and  that  is  ridership.  Why  did  you  all 
project  a  certain  number  back  in  1984  and  today  it  is  a  tenth  or 
half  of  that,  or  whatever  it  might  be? 

There  are  two  things  that  we  need  to  address  when  we  look  at 
that:  Number  one,  when  the — ^the  first  segment,  we  are  operating 
today,  assumptions  were  made  as  far  as  new  construction.  That 
never  took  place.  It  is  not  our  fault  or  anybody's  fault.  The  office 
building,  hotel,  never  took  place. 

The  two  segments  we  are  talking  about  today,  the  north  leg  in 
green  and  the  pink,  which  is  the  river  crossing,  does  not  assume 
any  new  construction  whatsoever.  It  assumes  everything  being  as  it 
is  today.  In  fact,  it  does  not  consider  the  City  Hall  nor  the  Federal 
building  moving  to  the  skyway's  north  leg,  because  when  we  did 
the  projections  that  was  not  something  that  was  announced.  So  it 
was  not  included. 

So  I  can  tell  you  that  the  ridership  figures  we  are  talking  about 
in  the  future,  we  feel  like  are  very  realistic,  because  we  are  not 
planning  for  anybody  to  help  us  out  with  new  buildings.  We  are 
only  planning  what  we  have  got  today.  I  think  that  is  very  impor- 
tant. 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  DeLay? 

Mr.  DeLay.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  am  not  sure  I  heard  you  right.  The  Chairman  was  quick  to  pick 
up  on  the  parking  situation,  in  looking  at  your  picture. 

What  did  you  say  exactly.  Did  I  hear  you  say  you  are  going  to 
discourage  parking? 

Mr.  Sawyer.  The  city  has  plans  now  and  is  committed  to  them, 
that  there  are  going  to  be  no  more  parking  garages  or  space  built 
downtown. 

Mr.  DeLay.  What  you  have  got  there  is  tremendous  competition. 

Mr.  Francis.  They  can't  compete  cost-wise.  Except  for  that  river 
crossing,  which  should  be  eliminated,  and  I  think  will,  that  really 
is  parking  for  city  employees.  The  rest  of  the  parking  is  too  expen- 
sive. Our  parking  is  $26  a  month.  Parking  downtown  is  $60. 

Whatever  is  downtown,  they  can't  compete  with  the  parking  we 
have. 

Mr.  DeLay.  So  most  of  the  parking  downtown  is  $60  a  month? 

Mr.  Francis.  It  ranges;  $45  to  $60.  Certainly  not  $26.  It  depends 
on  whether  it  is  covered  or  noncovered,  and  so  forth. 

Mr.  DeLay.  By  looking  at  this  photo,  how  big  is  downtown?  Is 
that  parking  I  see  all  around  the  downtown  area? 


784 

Mr.  Francis.  You  are  seeing  most  of  the  downtown  area. 

Mr.  DeLay.  And  most  of  the  parking  an)rwhere  near  there  is  $45 
to  $60?  Do  you  see  this  all  around  here? 

Mr.  Francis.  That  is  not  CBD  parking.  That  is  peripheral. 

Mr.  Sawyer.  The  green  area  here  is  mostly  residential.  That  is 
not  parking.  The  only  parking  you  will  see  is — I  think  this  is  a 
better  picture  for  the  parking. 

Mr.  DeLay.  That  is  your  CBD  right  there? 

Mr.  Sawyer.  There  is  not  that  much  parking  around  the  rail 
system.  And  there  is  zero,  other  than  built  years  ago  in  a  few  base- 
ments of  downtown,  when  you  are  looking  at  the  green  and  looking 
at  whatever  that  color  is  that  goes  over  the  river. 

Mr.  DeLay.  Have  they  taken  that  action  as  a  formal  action,  stat- 
ing that  there  will  be  no  more  parking  lots  or  garages  built? 

Mr.  Francis.  A  lot  of  things  have  happened.  Let  me  digress  just 
a  minute.  We  have  a  group  of  people  who  went  to  Portland  and 
they  came  back  and  said,  why  in  the  world  can't  Jacksonville  be 
more  like  Portland?  The  difference  is  Portland  back  in  the  1970s 
made  a  commitment  to  mass  transportation,  and  we  didn't,  with 
the  exception  of  buses,  and  so  forth. 

Now  we  have  seen  a  very  dramatic  change  politically  and  civic 
leader-wise  with  Jacksonville  because  we  are  committing  now  to 
mass  transportation.  With  that,  they  have  introduced  a  renaissance 
plan  for  downtown  Jacksonville  that  moves  City  Hall,  that  does  a 
number  of  other  things,  and  one  of  the  things  it  does  is  encourages 
mass  transportation  and  discourages  people  from  driving  their  cars 
downtown. 

The  city  council  still  has  to  vote,  it  used  bond  money  to  do  some 
of  what  needs  to  be  done.  It  has  not  gone  through  a  city  council's 
vote,  but  it  will  come  up  shortly  for  a  vote. 

Mr.  DeLay.  Do  you  have  a  local  dedicated  tax? 

Mr.  Sawyer.  We  have  a  half-cent  sales  tax  that  funds  our 
bridges  and  highways. 

Mr.  DeLay.  I  was  looking  through  your  testimony.  If  this  is  all 
built,  and  this  will  be  my  last  question,  what  is  your  cost-effective- 
ness number? 

Mr.  Francis.  As  far  as 

Mr.  DeLay.  The  whole  system;  cost  per  rider. 

Mr.  Francis.  For  the  whole  system,  including  capital  costs  or  op- 
erating costs,  both? 

Mr.  DeLay.  What  the  FTA  asks  you  to  give  them  for  cost  effec- 
tiveness number,  cost  per  passenger. 

Mr.  Francis.  I  will  have  to  send  that  to  you.  Congressman.  I  can 
give  a  number,  we  have  just  done  a  new  plan,  I  will  have  to  send 
that.  I  would  be  glad  to  do  that.  I  don't  want  to  give  you  something 
that  is  incorrect. 

Mr.  DeLay.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Wolf. 

Mr.  Wolf.  What  will  the  hours  be  that  this  operates? 

Mr.  Francis.  Right  now  it  is  operating  six  days  a  week,  10  to  10. 
With  the  full  system,  we  will  probably  go  to  eight  to  midnight, 
seven  days  a  week. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Are  you  sure  the  growth  is  coming  downtown?  Like  a 
lot  of  areas,  they  spread  out;  and  Jacksonville  is  a  very  large  city 
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that  the  growth  comes  out  in  the  suburbs  and  not  in  the  downtown 
area. 

Mr.  Francis.  Whether  the  growth  comes  or  not,  it  stays  where  it 
is,  which  I  think  it  will.  We  are  looking  at  introducing  a  system 
that  will  relieve  the  Federal,  State  and  city  governments  from 
having  to  build  a  new  bridge. 

As  it  is  today,  we  have  gridlock  on  our  bridges  with  the  exception 
of  the  Costa  Bridge,  which  is  being  built  and  will  be  large  enough 
so  it  will  not  have  gridlock  for  some  years. 

So  we  are  looking  at  a  system  to  address  the  problems  today.  I 
can't  tell  you  that  I  am  aware  of  a  lot  of  growth  in  downtown  Jack- 
sonville. We  do  want  to  keep  what  we  have,  and  we  think  we  will 
do  that.  But  this  system  is  designed  to  gdleviate  the  problems  we 
have  today  with  a  movement  across  the  St.  John's  River.  And  that 
is  the  key,  because  we  are  not  unique.  But  I  think  it  is  somewhat 
unusual  to  have  a  river  divide  your  downtown  area.  And  every 
time  you  want  to  cross  a  river,  you  have  got  to  use  a  bridge.  And 
people  don't  use  boats,  so  we  have  to  accommodate  the  people  that 
want  to  move  back  and  forth.  There  is  a  lot  of  movement  between 
the  retail  and  places  to  eat  and  the  professional  services  area.  And 
on  the  south  bank  you  have  a  lot  of  office  buildings.  Prudential 
southeast  headquarters  is  over  there.  A  large  hospital  is  over  there, 
several  other  buildings.  So  we  have  the  movement  back  and  forth. 
In  fact,  we  are  using  buses  now  to  move  people  back  and  forth,  but 
that  is  not  the  most  efficient  way.  So  this  system  is  designed  to  ad- 
dress what  we  know  today  are  problems  in  Jacksonville,  Florida. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Why  wouldn't  the  buses  be  the  most  efficient  way? 

Mr.  Francis.  Number  one,  your  operating  costs.  In  10  years,  the 
capital  costs  of  this  system  will  be  amortized  to  zero.  And  your  op- 
erating costs  are  minimal  compared  to  78  cents  out  of  every  dollar 
to  operate  your  bus  system. 

You  still  have  40  feet  of  buses  downtown  in  traffic,  and  you  also 
have  the  pollution,  the  emissions  that  we  have  today,  which  will 
get  better  as  time  goes  on.  But  it  is  much  more  effective  to  get  to 
the  downtown  area.  It  takes  20  minutes  for  a  bus  to  travel  through 
downtown  Jacksonville. 

With  this  system,  they  won't  come  into  downtown.  And  that  20 
minutes  will  be  put  back  into  the  schedule,  and  that  will  eliminate 
the  possibility — or  the  need  we  have  of  buying  new  equipment  be- 
cause our  frequencies  will  be  increased  in  the  suburban  areas  into 
the  bus  system. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Have  any  of  the  movers  downtown  been  what  you  call 
a  real  success? 

Mr.  Francis.  You  are  talking  about,  I  guess,  Detroit  or  Miami. 
People  from  Miami  will  tell  you  that  their  system  is  certainly  look- 
ing like  it  is  going  to  be  a  big  success. 

It  depends  on  how  you  measure  the  system.  If  you  are  looking  at 
ridership  numbers  that  were  promulgated  at  first  when  the  ISs 
were  first  established,  I  guess  you  could  say  they  are  not  where 
they  should  be.  If  you  are  looking  at  the  convenience  and  the  qual- 
ity of  life  that  it  gives  the  people  in  Miami  and  in  Detroit,  I  think 
you  would  probably  say  it  is  a  success  today. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Everything  is  a  trade-off.  It  took  me  an  hour  and  a 
half  to  get  into  work  today  from  where  we  live  in  the  suburbs. 
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What  is  the  total  cost,  Federal,  State,  and  local? 

Mr.  Francis.  Approximately  $183  million.  That  is  ever3rthing. 

Mr.  Wolf.  What  is  the  Federal  share? 

Mr.  Francis.  Of  that,  142,  I  believe,  is  the  Federal  share  of  the 
total  2.5  mile  system. 

Mr.  Wolf.  What  are  State  and  local? 

Mr.  Francis.  Some  of  it  is  10,  and  some  of  it  is  12.  We  changed 
the  maximum,  so  it  is  about  $42  million,  I  believe. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Total  match  is  what?  The  State  and  local  and 

Mr.  Francis.  About  $43  million. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Percentage?  What  would  that  be? 

Mr.  Francis.  20  percent,  23  percent,  approximately,  of  the  total 
cost  of  the  project. 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  have  no  further  questions. 

Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Carr.  In  this  latest  round  of  base  closings,  was  there  any- 
thing announced  in  Jacksonville? 

Mr.  Francis.  Yes.  One,  Cecil  Field  Air  Station,  the  master  jet 
base. 

Mr.  Carr.  How  many  people  work  there? 

Mr.  Sawyer.  6500. 

Mr.  Francis.  It  is  pretty  far  out.  Representative. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  am  familiar  with  it. 

Mr.  Francis.  Out  of  necessity,  it  is  pretty  far  out. 

Mr.  Carr.  Based  on  what  communities  are  willing  to  do  today  for 
light  rail  or  people  mover  kinds  of  things,  22  percent  match  is 
pretty  low.  It  is  legally  permissible.  It  is  just  a  threshold. 

You  think  Jacksonville  community  would  increase  its  match? 

Mr.  Francis.  Let  me  say  several  things.  And  then  the  Chair- 
man— would  you  like  to  go  first? 

Mr.  Sawyer.  No.  You  go  right  ahead.  You  are  on  a  roll. 

Mr.  Francis.  We  started  this  process  back  in  1978.  And  the  rules 
of  the  game  then,  as  you  know,  was  75  percent,  25  percent.  And  the 
thing  I  think  that  has  hurt  us  the  most  is  having  such  a  gap  be- 
tween these  segments. 

I  firmly  believe  if  we  were  able  to — we  couldn't  build  the  next 
segment  until  the  first  segment  was  in  operation.  But  in  1989,  if  we 
had  had  the  money  to  start,  we  could  have  been  through  with  this 
synch  thing  today,  and  the  over  match  concept  might  not  have 
been  such  a  problem. 

If  you  are  talking  about  over  match,  you  have  got  to  look  at  up- 
wards of  $30  million  that  the  community  is  about  to  or  has  put  into 
this  system  in  the  form  of  land,  in  the  form  of  parking  places,  and, 
most  importantly,  in  the  form  of  a  multistory  parking  garage  to  ac- 
commodate the  station  across  on  the  south  bank. 

So  as  far  as  over  matching  the  10  percent  or  12  percent,  I  don't 
see  that  happening,  Mr.  Chairman. 

As  far  as  trying  to  get  credit  for  what  we  are  doing  associated 
with  the  project,  I  think  certainly  we  will  continue  to  do  that.  But 
that  is  in  kind  as  opposed  to  actual  dollars. 

Mr.  Sawyer.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  might  add 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Sawyer. 

Mr.  Sawyer.  After  the  2.5  mile  system,  we  recognize  rules  are 
changing.  We  based  our  decision  to  go  with  this  based  upon  the 
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rules  we  were  playing  by.  And  Congressman  Wolf  was  not  here,  I 
don't  think,  at  the  time  I  talked  about  it.  But  in  the  interim  time 
that  this  was  going  on  in  the  80/20  match,  our  community  has  ex- 
pended monies  on  systems,  bridges,  and  highways  that  could  have 
been  funded  by  Federal  dollars  for  around  $200  million. 

We  have  built  the  yellow  line,  as  I  said,  the  Dade  Point  Bridge, 
very  famous  bridge,  of  $120  million.  Just  north  of  that  right  now  is 
$33  million  worth  of  work  going  on,  all  with  local  dollars,  all  which 
could  qualify  for  Federal  dollars. 

So  we  have  spent — the  four  bridges  that  we  have  built  with  local 
dollars  were  all  qualified  for  Federal  dollars.  About  100  miles  of 
the  expressway  system  we  have  built  with  local  tax  dollars,  all 
qualified  for  Federal  dollars. 

So  when  we  start  talking  about  match,  I  hope  we  will  get  credit 
for  what  this  community  has  done  over  the  last  20  years  in  build- 
ing projects  that  could  have  been  Federally  funded. 

And,  listen,  you  are  looking  at  a  guy — ^I  am  ready,  you  know.  We 
have  got  to  do  something  in  this  country.  I  know  what  you  are  up 
against;  and  I  am  not  one  to  sit  here  and  say,  yes,  but  do  it  to 
somebody  else,  not  us.  But  at  the  same  time,  we  are  sitting  here  65 
percent  into  a  project  that,  if  it  is  not  completed,  we  are  in  a  real 
mess  because  we  have  spent  15  years  planning  around  this  as  being 
our  hub  for  a  mass  transit  system  and  a  good  one. 

So  when  I  come  back  in  three  years,  if  I  do,  I  know  that  1  can't 
come  up  here  and  expect  20  percent  dollars;  and  I  know  that  the 
rules  will  change;  and  I  know  that  we  have  got  to  do  things  differ- 
ently in  this  country.  But  I  hope  you  will  stay  our  partner  through 
this  last  segment,  because  we  are  in  a  mess  if  we  don't. 

Mr.  Carr.  Would  the  gentleman  jrield? 

Mr.  Wolf.  Yes.  I  have  nothing  else. 

Mr.  Carr.  If  you  can  get  Federal  dollars  for  all  these  other 
projects,  why  didn't  you? 

Mr.  Sawyer.  The  main  reason,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  the  fact  that — 
this  may  or  may  not  be  a  sensitive  subject;  it  is  to  me.  But  we  are 
an  over-matched  State,  and  the  Federal  dollars  that  come  back — 
anj^hing  we  do  with  matched  dollars  in  Florida  is  an  over  match 
because  we  are  a  funding  State.  We  are  an  over-matching  State. 

So  when  we  are  sitting  here  looking  at  needed  expressway  and 
roadway  systems  that  need  to  be  built  and  we  have  the  funding  for- 
mulas that  all  of  us  have  in  these  various  states,  we  would  have 
been  so  far  behind  in  our  transportation  system  we  could  never 
catch  up. 

So  the  people  of  Jacksonville  decided  that  we  are  going  to  have 
transportation  systems,  and  we  are  going  to  move  our  people 
around  the  State;  and  we  won't  wait  on  the  Federal  and  State  dol- 
lars; we  are  willing  to  fund  it  ourselves.  So  we  erected  toll  bridges; 
we  erected  toll  facilities.  And  then,  in  1989,  they  voted  to  remove 
the  tolls  and  to — voted  now,  as  a  referendum,  a  half  cent  sales  tax 
on  themselves  for  needed  transportation  facilities. 

Now,  most  of  that,  of  course,  in  the  b^inning,  is  paying  off  those 
old  bond  issues.  But,  gentlemen,  we  have  paid  an  awful  lot  of  dol- 
lars because,  simply,  if  we  had  waited  until  the  Federal  and  State 
dollars  were  avEulable,  we  would  have  to  ride  in  balloons. 


788 

Mr.  Carr.  About  how  much  of  the  total  cost  is  dedicated  to  build- 
ing parking  garages,  Mr.  Francis? 

Mr.  Francis.  None  of  the  costs  that  I  have  talked  about  today. 
That  is  separate  and  apart  of  all  the  dollars  that  we  are  talking 
about.  You  know,  up  until  just  recently  you  couldn't  use  money  for 
parking  to  begin  with.  So  all  the  parking  that  we  have  is  separate 
and  apart  from  grant  monies  that  we  have  talked  about  or  have 
talked  about  in  the  past. 

Mr.  Carr.  Help  me,  then,  with  the  statement  last  year  that  you 
made  that,  "The  total  sk3rway  parking — and  I  am  quoting  now, 
"The  total — this  is  out  of  the  hearings  that  we  had  in  1993,  and 
this  is  a  prepared  statement — well,  I  am  trying  to  look  here  as  to 
who  the  author  is.  We  have  your  testimony  from  last  year,  but  it 
was  something  that  accompanied — it  was  called  a  position  paper, 
Jacksonville  Automated  Skyway  Express,  Transit  Benefits,  prob- 
ably some  kind  of  supporting  document. 

But  it  says  in  this  document  that,  and  I  am  quoting,  "The  total 
skyway  parking  costs  are  approximately  $37  million,"  close  quote. 

What  is  that  referring  to? 

Mr.  Francis.  That  is  local  dollars  that  we  have  put  in  to  the 
parking  surrounding  the  peripheral  stations  and  will  put  in.  It  is 
going  to  build  a  parking  garage  at  one  of  the  stations.  That  is  the 
Downtown  Development  Authority. 

We  have  bought  land  with  our  own  sources — actually  with  toll 
money  from  the  highway  side — to  support  parking  around  these 
stations.  It  did  not  come  from  the  Federal  Government. 

Mr.  Carr.  In  other  words,  $37  million  worth  of  parking  costs  are 
coming  from  your  dedicated  tax? 

Mr.  Francis.  Well,  it  is  coming  from  our  dedicated  funds.  It  is 
not  taxed.  Tolls  are  a  tax;  I  guess  that  would  be  a  fair  statement. 
But  it  is  not  sales  tax.  We  need  to  distinguish  between  sales  tax 
and  tolls. 

Let  me  conclude,  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  might,  in  saying  that  we  feel 
like  that  we  have  a  real  unique  opportunity  here.  And  that  is,  for 
once  in  our  history  and  in  the  history  maybe  of  this  country,  we 
have  a  chance  to  get  ahead  of  the  curve.  We  have  a  chance  of  doing 
something  before  it  is  too  late  and  it  is  past  the  point  of  being 
needed. 

And  I  have  to  give  credit  to  people  who  came  way  before  me  in 
being  futuristic  in  getting  this  started.  And  now  that  it  is  over  two- 
thirds  of  the  way  completed,  we  feel  like  that  it  is  going  to  be  a 
very  viable  system  and  it  is  going  to  alleviate  some  of  the  problems 
we  have  as  far  as  building  bridges  across  the  St.  John's  River  in 
Jacksonville. 

So,  as  the  Chairman  said,  I  certainly  hope  that  we  can  continue 
this  partnership  until  the  2.5  mile  system  is  finished.  It  was  actual- 
ly started  in  1973;  and,  hopefully,  we  will  finish  it  in  the  mid- 
1990s. 

Mr.  Carr.  Well,  I  want  to  say  that  the  history  of  this  particular 
project,  as  it  was  with  some  of  the  other  people  mover  projects,  has 
been  a  tortured  one;  and  it  is  quite  clear  that  that  forms  a  basis  of 
why  we  are  where  we  are  today.  And  now  we  have  to  figure  out 
how  we  get  out  of  it. 
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I  think  it  is  fair  to  say  I  don't  speak  for  all  the  members  of  my 
committee,  but  we  have  had  enough  discussions  about  this  project 
in  Detroit  and  the  Miami  people  mover,  not  to  mention  assorted 
other  projects  that  have  been  proposed  around  the  country  and 
some  of  it  we  are  aborting.  I  think  it  is  fair  to  say  that  if  this  were 
coming  to  us  today,  I  mean,  if  you  were  coming  here  asking  for  ini- 
tial planning  and  design  money  to  think  up  something  like  this 
today,  we  probably  wouldn't  be  helping  you.  So  we  are  all  kind  of 
stuck  with  what  has  happened  before,  and  much  of  it  hasn't  hap- 
pened very  efficiently. 

It  is  my  hope  that  when  we  finally  get  an  FTA  administrator, 
that  we  can,  perhaps,  get  an  omnibus  solution  to  this  particular 
project  that  will  treat  it  as  a  whole  and  stop  this  piecemeal  stuff 
and  work  out  some  forward  thinking  deal.  And  I  understand  how 
people  might  say,  well,  that  changes  the  rules  of  the  game.  But  I 
think  we  may  need  to  have  more  in  the  way  of  a  local  match  on 
this  particular  project. 

I  am  not  about  to  tell  you  what  the  solution  or  the  formula 
might  be.  And  I  think  this  committee  would  be  interested  in 
moving  this  project  off  its  assembly  line,  if  you  will,  in  a  way  that 
saves  the  Federal  taxpayers  some  money,  commits  to  some  kind  of 
a  long-term,  hopefully  beneficial,  conclusion  for  the  people  of  the 
Jacksonville  area,  and  sort  of  get  on  with  it  instead  of  a  drib  and  a 
drab  here,  which  has  been  unfortunate. 

If  there  are  no  other  questions,  I  appreciate  you  taking  the  time 
and  your  presentation.  I  want  to  applaud  you  on  the  graphics.  That 
is  so  helpful  in  having  the  committee  understand  what  is  going  on. 

Mr.  Francis.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Ms.  Brown.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

[Additional  information  follows:] 
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April    9,     1993 


MILES  N.  FRANCIS.  JR. 
Executive  Director 


Congressman  Bob  Carr 

Chairman 

House  Appropriations  Subcommittee 

on  Transportation 
2347  Rayburn  House  Office  Building 
Washington,  D.C. ,  20515 

Dear  Congressman  Carr: 

We  would  like  to  thank  you  and  your  Committee  for  allowing  us  to 
testify  on  behalf  of  the  Jacksonville  Transportation  Authority  and 
its  very  vital  Skyway  people  mover  project.  Members  of  the  Com- 
mittee have  submitted  some  questions  concerning  this  project  that 
I  would  like  to  take  this  opportunity  to  answer. 

During  our  testimony,  Congressman  Delay  requested  that  he  be 
supplied  the  cost  effectiveness  index  figure  relative  to  the  pro- 
ject. We  have  calculated  the  index  for  the  completed  2.5  mile 
system,  using  very  conservative  assumptions,  to  be  3.22.  This 
figure  represents  the  relationship  between  the  projected  ridership 
and  the  capital/operating  cost.  We  believe  the  actual  cost- 
effectiveness  will  be  significantly  better  and  show  a  lower  index 
value  relative  to  this  conservative  estimate.  It  should  be  pointed 
out  that  the  Skyway  project,  being  one  of  the  original  demonstra- 
tion projects  in  1984,  along  with  Miami  and  Detroit,  was  not 
rpqLiired  to  h?>v(?  a  cost  ef f ectivene.=5s  index  figure.  However,  based 
on  the  Committee's  request,  we  have  computed  the  above  figure  based 
on  updated  information  contained  in  our  Financial  Plan. 

We  were  also  asked  a  question  concerning  the  Authority's  overmatch 
relative  to  this  project.  We  have  already,  or  will  have  invested, 
by  project's  completion,  over  $30  million  or  16.6%  of  the  total 
project  cost.  This  money  is  separate  from  and  in  addition  to 
..Federal,  State  or  City  funding.  These  funds  have  been  and  will  be 
dedicated  to  guideway  right-of-way  procurement  and  funding  for 
parking  in  and  around  Skyway  station  areas.  The  largest  single 
expenditure  is  $20  million  for  a  parking  garage  that  will  be 
connected  to  our  southbank  duPont  Center  station.  ; 


791 

Representative  Bob  Carr 
4/9/93 

page  2 

In  addition,  any  discussion  of  overmatch  in  the  Jacksonville  area 
must  include  our  history  of  undertaking  major  transportation 
investments  by  the  Jacksonville  Transportation  Authority  without 
calling  for  Federal  funds.  Area  roadways,  with  a  current  value  of 
about  $1.7  billion,  were  constructed  by  JTA  with  non-federal  funds, 
reflecting  a  major  local  commitment  to  fund  many  components  of  our 
infrastructure  outside  the  Federal  programs. 

The  answers  to  the  questions  that  were  £ubT.itted  to  the  Authority 
by  yourself  and  Congressman  Wolf,  prior  to  our  verbal  testimony, 
are  attached. 

As  we  stated  during  our  testimony,  this  project  has  been  studied, 
analyzed,  dissected  and  voted  on  since  1976.  The  Federal  govern- 
ment, through  the  Federal  Transit  Administration,  has  appropriated 
funding  each  year  since  1984.  While  we  are  extremely  grateful  to 
Congress  and  to  the  FTA,  it  is  important  to  note  that  we  have  never 
had  adequate  funding,  at  one  time,  to  build  this  project  in  a 
efficient  and  cost-effective  manner.  We  have  been  limited  to 
building  small  segments  at  a  time  and  then  waiting  for  years  until 
adequate  funding  was  available  to  go  to  the  next  contract. 

Since  we  are  currently  65%  funded  and  only  have  one  segment 
remaining,  it  is  critical  that  our  request  to  fund  the  project  to 
the  authorized  amount  be  considered  and  supported. 

Again,  your  support  is  critical  to  the  completion  of  this  project. 

Sincerely  your^. 


Miles  NlPrancis,    Jr. 
Executive  Director 
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QUESTIONS  SUBMITTED  BY  CONGRESSMAN  CARR  -  JTA  SKYWAY  PROJECT 

1.  Status  of  air  quality  attainment  level:  downtown 
Jacksonville? 

We  are  currently  considered  a  maintenance  area  for 
ozone. 

2.  Projected  ridership  estimates  (first  year  of  full 
operation)  and  how  calculated? 

1998  -  2  5,000  passenger  trips  per  day  broken  down 
as  follows: 

Circulation  6,700,  Park  &  Ride  7,700  and  bus 
transfers  11,500. 

3.  Have  you  included  Section  9  funds  as  part  of  your 

local  funds?   Source  of  local 
match? 

No  Section  9  funds  used  for  capital  or  operat- 
ing. 

City  match  (capital)  from  ad  valorem  taxes  and 
local  gas  tax. 

City  match  (capital)  should  change  to  tax  incre- 
mental financing  for  final  segment. 

4 .  Overmatch? 

The  Authority  has  and  will,  as  part  of  the  completed  2.5 
mile  Skyway  system,  provide  for  over  $30  million  in  over- 
match or  16.6%  of  the  total  project  cost.  All  of  the 
overmatch  funds  are  separate  and  apart  from  any  Federal, 
State  or  local  funding  for  this  project. 

a)  Phase  iA  -  $4  million  (9%)  for  Park  &  Ride 
facility  at  terminal  station. 

b)  Phase  IB  -  $20  million  (13%)  for  parking  garage 
at  duPont  Center  station. 

$670,000  (.4%)  of  donated  right-of-way  to  be  used 
for  guideway  construction. 

$1.5  million  (.9%)  of  donated  right-of-way  to  be 
used  for  guideway  construction. 

$1.3  million  (.8%)  internal  funding  for  additional 
parking  spaces. 
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$3  million  donated  right-of-way  that  will  allow 
guideway  construction  as  part  of  the  Acosta  Bridge 
facility. 

S30.400.000  total  local  overmatch  or  16.6%  of  total 
project  cost. 

5.  1993  and  1994  funding  obligated? 
No  1993  funding  has  been  allocated. 

All  of  1994  funding  requested  will  be  obligated  in 

FY94. 

6.  FTA  support? 

FTA  has  currently  been  very  supportive,  particular- 
ly out  of  their  Atlanta  region. 

7.  Public  benefit  from  your  project? 

•  River  crossing  segment  (funds  now  being 
requested)  is  less  costly  than  a  new  4- 
lane  bridge  and  will  handle  considerably 
more  passengers  -  Savings  of  $120  mil- 
lion. 

•  Eliminate  the  need  for  additional  parking 
garage  in  the  downtown  area,  based  on 
5,000  spaces  provided  by  the  Skyway  pro- 
ject -  Savings  of  $33  million. 

•  Improvement  in  bus  service  by  re-allocat- 
ing resources  -  Savings  of  $1.5  million 
per  year. 

•  Fuel  savings  of  288  gallons  per  year, 
hydrocarbon  9.5  tons  per  year,  carbon 
monoxide  174.5  tons  per  year,  oxide  of 
nitrogen  12.9  tons  per  year. 

•  Time  savings  for  users  -  $2.1  million  per 
year. 

Other  benefits  such  as  construction-related  jobs, 
payroll,  etc.  are  fovuid  in  my  written  testimony. 
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QUESTIONS  SUBMITTED  BY  CONGRESSMAN  WOLF,  RANKING  MINORITY  MEMBER 
(VIRGINIA)  -  JTA  SKYWAY  PROJECT 

1.  Organization  to  receive  funds? 

The  Jacksonville  Transportation  Authority. 

2.  Amount  of  money  requested  for  FY94? 
$56.2  million 

3.  Use  of  Funds? 

To  construct  river  crossing  segment  (last  of  three  segments) 
of  Automated  People  Mover  project  ("Skyway")  including  civil 
construction  and  construction  of  the  train  control  and 
vehicles. 

4.  All  funds  related  to  construction? 

Yes,  funds  are  for  construction  purposes. 

5.  Impact  on  national  transportation  network? 

a)  Full  system  will  accommodate  approximately  25,000  passen- 
ger trips  (weekday)  of  which  approximately  14,400  now  use 
private  vehicles  utilizing  1-95,  US-17  or  US-1. 

b)  If  project  is  not  completed  across  the  river,  a  new 
bridge  spanning  the  river  will  have  to  be  constructed  at 
a  cost  of  approximately  $200  million,  affecting  further 
traffic  congestion  in  the  very  confined  downtown  area. 

6.  In  FY93,  amount  of  Federal  money  received? 

$10  million  appropriated  but  not  as  yet  allocated. 

7.  Federal  funds  received  in  prior  years  for  this  project? 

1984  $400,000  (Phase  lA) 

1985  20   M  (Phase  lA) 

1986  3  M  (Phase  lA) 
1988  160,000  (Phase  lA) 
1989 
1989 
1989 
1990 
1991 


1.3M 

(Phase  lA) 

7   M 

(Acosta  Bridge) 

3.9M 

(Phase  IB) 

14.  7M 

(Phase  IB) 

15.  IM 

(Phase  IB) 
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Appropriated  but  not  allocated 

1992  5  N 

1993  10  M 

8.  Fut\ure  additional  funds? 

We  will  require  $17.3  million  in  addition  to  the  current 
request  of  $56.1  million  to  complete  all  facets  of  the  2.5 
mile  system.  This  additional  amount  relates  exclusively  to  an 
inflationary  factor,  since  the  authorized  amount  of  $71.2 
million  is  in  1988  dollars. 

9.  Total  cost  of  project  and  Federal  government  share? 

Total  cost  of  complete  2.5  mile  system  is  projected  to  be 
approximately  $183  million,  total  Federal  share,  including 
money  already  allocated,  approximately  $142  million. 

10.  Local,  State  and/or  private  funds  utilized  for  this  project? 

Local  and  State  match  has,  and  will  contribute  $42  million,  of 
which  $3  3  million  is  in  place. 

11.  Asking  for  funds  for  any  other  projects  from  any  other 
Committee? 

No. 

12.  Is  this  project  a  highway  project? 
Not  applicable. 

13.  If  it  is  a  transit  project,  does  it  receive  general  public 
support? 

a)  Yes,  for  exeunple,  the  Florida  Legislature  has  appropriat- 
ed all  required  State  match. 

b)  Have  14  resolutions  from  City  Council  supporting  and 
agreeing  to  fund  local  share  of  project. 

c)  Have  Mayoral  support  as  a  matter  of  public  record  through 
speeches  and  other  public  testimony. 

d)  1990  survey  by  former  Congressman  Charlie  Bennett  indi- 
cated 68%  of  5,000  citizens  surveyed  supported  funding 
this  project. 

e)  Business  and  civic  leaders,  through  the  Chamber  of 
Commerce,  have  strongly  supported  this  project  from  its 
inception. 

14.  Any  dedicated  local  funding  sources: 

The  City  intends  to  use  bonds  from  tax  incremental  financing 
to  support  its  remaining  match. 
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Monday,  March  29,  1993. 
RAILWAY  LABOR  EXECUTIVES'  ASSOCIATION 

WITNESSES 

MAC  A.  FLEMING,  CHAIRMAN,  COMMITTEE  ON  LEGISLATION,  RAILWAY 
LABOR  EXECUTIVES'  ASSOCIATION,  AND  PRESIDENT,  BROTHERHOOD 
OF  MAINTENANCE  OF  WAY  EMPLOYEES 

WILLIAM  MAHONEY,  COUNSEL  FOR  THE  RAILWAY  LABOR  EXECUTIVES' 
ASSOCIATION 

Mr.  Carr.  Our  next  witness  will  be  Mac  A.  Fleming,  Chairman 
of  the  Committee  on  Legislation,  the  Railway  Labor  Executives'  As- 
sociation. Thank  you  for  being  here.  I  appreciate  it. 

I  want  to  also  point  out  that  Mr.  Fleming  is  President  of  the 
Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees,  rail  labor  organi- 
zation that  my  uncle  was  a  life  long  member  of. 

We  will  take  your  testimony  in  its  entirety,  put  it  in  the  record, 
and  ask  you  to  summarize. 

Mr.  Fleming.  Okay.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  know  it  has  been  a  long  day;  and  for  the  sake  of  time,  we  are 
going  to  try  to  summarize  the  summary  that  we  had  prepared  for 
you. 

And  before  I  begin,  I  would  like  to  introduce  Mr.  Mahoney,  Bill 
Mahoney,  Counsel  for  the  Rail  Labor  Executives'  Association,  to 
my  immediate  right. 

As  you  mentioned,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  Chairman  of  the  Com- 
mittee on  Legislation  for  the  Rail  Labor  Executives'  Association 
and  President  of  the  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employ- 
ees. 

The  Rail  Labor  Executives'  Association  is  an  unincorporated  as- 
sociation of  the  chief  executives  of  the  standard  national  labor  or- 
ganization representing  railroad  employees  on  Class  I,  Class  II, 
Class  III  track  throughout  the  United  States. 

A  list  of  the  12  organizations  I  represent  today  are  attached  to 
the  testimony. 

I  appear  before  you  today  on  behalf  of  the  Rail  Labor  Executives' 
Association  and  its  members  to  urge  this  committee  and  the  Con- 
gress to  support  the  appropriations  authorized  for  Amtrak  for 
fiscal  year  1994  as  well  as  the  supplemental  appropriation  for  fiscal 
year  1993  and  the  amount  designated  for  Amtrak  in  the  Presi- 
dent's economic  stimulus  package. 

The  Rail  Labor  Executives'  Association  also  vigorously  supports 
and  urges  the  creation  and  development  of  high-speed  rail  corri- 
dors in  the  United  States. 

The  Rail  Labor  Executives'  Association  is  in  full  agreement  with 
the  testimony  submitted  to  this  committee  earlier  by  Chairman 
Dingell  of  the  Energy  and  Commerce  Committee.  The  public  bene- 
fits intended  upon  the  development  of  such  corridors  are  reflected 
in  the  success  of  the  northeast  corridor  project  that  has  improved 
transportation  between  Washington  and  New  York  City  and  will 
soon  be  developed  fully  between  New  York  and  Boston. 

But  beyond  the  overall  public  benefit  to  be  realized  from  im- 
proved transportation  and,  therefore,  commerce  between  major  city 
pairs  throughout  the  country,  it  is  the  benefit  to  the  railroad  work- 
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ers  represented  by  the  members  of  the  Rail  Labor  Executives'  Asso- 
ciation. 

According  to  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics,  railroads'  productivi- 
ty has  increased  dramatically  throughout  the  mid-1980s,  averaging 
over  8  percent  and  sometimes  reaching  as  high  as  15  percent  per 
year,  especially  in  our  own  organization,  the  Brotherhood  of  Main- 
tenance of  Way  Employees. 

At  the  same  time,  rail  employment  has  dropped  precipitously 
over  the  last  12  years.  Today  we  find  employees  with  25  to  20  years 
of  seniority  that  cannot  hold  a  job  in  some  major  carriers.  These 
people  are  highly  skilled,  able  to  work,  and  ready  to  go  to  work  and 
are  especially  suited  for  railroad  operations. 

Today  the  railroad  industry  has  thousands  of  such  workers  that 
are  furloughed  and  are  worlang  outside  the  industry  wholly  unre- 
lated to  their  skills.  The  development  of  high-speed  rail  corridors 
would,  of  course,  put  these  employees  to  work  utilizing  their  skills 
and  with  very  little  retraining  to  build,  maintain,  and  operate  the 
high-speed  corridors  as  they  built  and  now  maintain  and  operate  in 
the  northeast  corridor. 

Given  the  budgetary  realities  of  the  day,  it  would  seem  probable 
that  high-speed  rail  corridors  would  be  based  upon  steel-wheel-on- 
steel  rail  systems  that  are  now  in  place  throughout  the  country. 

In  that  event,  the  first  order  of  business  in  the  development  of  a 
corridor  would  be  the  upgrading  of  existing  track — or  perhaps, 
dedication  of  new  specific  tracks  along  existing  right-of-way — and 
the  skills  necessary  to  accomplish  those  results  are  now  available 
in  furloughed  and  active  railroad  workers. 

We  have  an  opportunity  to  vastly  improve  the  quality  of  life  for 
the  millions  of  our  citizens  who  travel  daily  between  the  major 
cities  in  the  country  that  are  only  200  to  300  miles  apart. 

One  need  only  ask  any  of  the  tens  of  thousands  of  Washington- 
New  York  corridor  travelers  who,  long  ago,  abandoned  the  airplane 
and  automobile  for  the  ease  and  convenience  of  the  fast  train  to 
appreciate  what  beneficial  effects  high-speed  rail  service  provide. 

We  should  proceed  immediately  to  develop  these  corridors  be- 
cause the  time  has  certainly  come  when  we  will  be  compelled  to 
build  them.  And  when  that  occurs,  we  may  not  only  be  without  the 
reservoir  of  skilled  employees  now  available,  but  the  costs  will  be 
much  higher,  indeed.  The  costs  will  be  more  than  our  economy 
will,  then,  be  able  to  bear. 

On  behalf  of  the  RLEA  and  its  affiliate  unions  and  the  rail  work- 
ers they  represent,  I  urge  you  to  treat  favorably  the  development  of 
high-speed  rail  corridors  and,  regardless  of  the  technology  decided 
upon,  to  require  the  recall  and  retraining  of  furloughed  rail  work- 
ers under  rail  labor  contracts  for  these  projects. 

And,  before  closing,  Mr.  Chairman,  on  my  comments,  I  would 
like  to  go  back  to  the  testimony  earlier  of  Mr.  Wayne  Kay  repre- 
senting the  Enzymatics  Company  with  respect  to  testing,  alcohol, 
and  drug  testing.  We  in  the  rail  industry  have  worked  for  years 
with  the  Department  of  Transportation  for  testing  mechanisms 
throughout  the  industry  and  are  continuing  to  do  so  as  we  speak. 

We  think  that  this — the  systems  for  testing  are  best  handled 
through  them.  And  we  were  especially  concerned  with  the  thought 
expressed  to  this  committee  that  the  testing — or  the  testing  meth- 
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ods,  that  he  seemed  to  be  implying  would  be  adequate,  would  be 
something  less  than  what  the  DOT  has  recommended. 

We  certainly  would  urge  that — for  the  record,  and  urge  the  com- 
mittee to  give  those  comments  a  lot  of  thought,  because  we  feel 
strongly  that  testing  methods  need  to  be  as  accurate  as  possible. 
And  we  are  not  sure  that  what  he  was  suggesting  would  fall  into 
that  category. 

With  that,  I  would  like  to  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to 
appear  here  today  and  represent  the  views  of  the  Rail  Labor  Ex- 
ecutives' Association. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Fleming  follows:] 
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Before  The 

United  States  House  Of  Representatives 

Committee  On  Appropriations 

Subcommittee  On  Transportation 


Prepared  Statement  Of  Mac  A.  Fleming, 

Chairman,  Committee  On  Legislation, 
Railway  Labor  Executives'  Association 

and 

President,  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employes 

March  29,  1993 


Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Committee: 

My  name  Is  Mac  A.  Fleming.   I  am  Chairman  of  the  Committee 

on  Legislation  of  the  Railway  Labor  Executives'  Association  and 

President  of  the  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employes.   The 

RLEA  is  an  unincorporated  association  of  the  chief  executives  of 

the  standard  national  labor  organizations  representing  the 

railroad  employees  on  all  of  the  Class  I,  and  many  of  the  Class 

II  and  III,  railroads  in  the  United  States.   A  list  of  the 

organizations  affiliated  with  RLEA  through  their  chief  executives 

follows: 

American  Train  Dispatchers  Association 
Brotherhood  Of  Locomotive  Engineers 
Brotherhood  Of  Maintenance  Of  Way  Employes 
Brotherhood  Of  Railroad  Signalmen 
Hotel  Employees  &  Restaurant  Employees 

International  Union 
International  Brotherhood  Of  Boilermakers 

And  Blacksmiths 
International  Brotherhood  Of  Electrical  Workers 
International  Brotherhood  Of  Firemen  And  Oilers 
International  Longshoremen's  Association 
National  Marine  Engineers'  Beneficial  Association 
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Sheet  Metal  Workers  International  Association 
United  Transportation  Union 

I  appear  before  you  today  on  behalf  of  the  RLEA  and  Its 

affiliated  organizations  to  urge  this  conunlttee  and  the  Congress 

to  support  the  appropriations  authorized  for  Amtrak  for  FY  94  as 

well  as  the  supplemental  appropriation  for  FY  93  and  the  amount 

designated  for  Amtrak  in  the  President's  economic  stimulus 

package.   The  RLEA  also  vigorously  supports  and  urges  the 

creation  and  development  of  high  speed  rail  corridors  In  the 

United  States  and  commends  this  Committee  and  the  Congress  for 

their  continuing  support  for  the  training  of  railroad  employees 

in  responding  to  haz£u:dous  materials  emergencies. 

I.    AMTRAK  APPROPRIATIONS 

As  this  Committee  is  aware,  Amtrak  has  done  a  remarkably 
effective  job  of  Improving  its  revenue-to-cost  ratio  from  48%  a 
decade  ago  to  80%  today.   A  great  deal  of  that  result  was 
accomplished  by  cutting  costs.   Unfortunately,  the  single  group 
that  has  contributed  most  to  Amtrak 's  costs  cutting  efforts  is 
the  Amtrak  work  force. 

Today,  Amtrak 's  work  force  has  been  reduced  to  the  point 
where  the  quality  of  on-board  service  and  the  maintenance  of  Its 
equipment  is  seriously  "degraded",  to  use  a  term  employed  by 
Amtrak  President  Claytor. 

Such  deterioration  can  easily  develop  into  a  downward  spiral 
of  diminishing  patronage,  followed  by  more  cuts,  followed  by 
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further  loss  of  patronage,  and  so  on.   It  could  reach  a  point  at 
which  rehabilitation  would  be  so  expensive  that  Congress  either 
would  be  unwilling  to  invest  in  it  or  would  be  compelled  to  cut 
other  vital  programs  in  order  to  do  so. 

President  Clinton  quite  accurately  has  gauged  genuine 
recovery  in  this  country  in  terms  of  jobs.   The  economic  stimulus 
package  he  has  proposed  allocates  $188  million  for  intercity  rail 
passenger  service.   The  appropriation  of  this  money  would  mean 
the  immediate  creation  of  many  needed  jobs.   For  example,  at  the 
Amtrak  Beech  Grove  Shop  it  will  mean  the  immediate  recall  of  257 
furloughed  employees.   Other  maintenance  and  track  facilities  of 
Amtrak  as  well  as  numerous  station  facilities  would  be  upgraded 
with  these  funds  resulting  in  the  employment  of  between  2,000  and 
4,000  workers.   While  this  would  not  cure  our  unemployment 
problem  it  is  clearly  the  type  of  result  which,  if  realized 
throughout  our  industrial  complex,  would  go  very  far  toward 
resolving  our  national  unemployment  problem.   The  $188  million 
would  provide  real  jobs  for  real  people  who  are  in  desperate  need 
of  them. 

Amtrak  did  not  have  a  good  year  in  1992  in  terms  of  the 
number  of  passengers  buying  tickets.   This  was  due  to  recession, 
of  course,  as  well  as  several  other  factors,  not  the  least  of 
which  was  the  deteriorated  quality  of  service  due  to  Amtrak 
staffing  cuts.   And  while  Amtrak 's  revenues  declined  by  3.3%  from 
1991,  one  must  remember  that  1991  was  a  record  year  for  Amtrak 
revenue.   In  any  event,  Amtrak  faired  better  by  far  than  the 
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airlines.   In  fact,  Amtrak  has  maintained  a  relatively  stable 
performance  record  while  airlines  are  in  the  worst  shape  in  their 
history.   This,  we  believe,  is  a  tribute  to  Amtrak's  success  with 
the  travelling  public  and  the  public's  continuing,  and 
continuously  increasing,  need  for  the  services  it  provides. 

The  RLEA  fully  supports  the  authorization  of  $57.5  million 
in  supplemental  operating  funds  for  FY  93.   These  funds  will  be 
used  to  restore  to  work  service  related  personnel  on  board  the 
trains.  In  stations  and  in  reservations  work.   The  employees  need 
this  work  and  the  travelling  public  needs  their  services 

RLEA  also  supports  the  reauthorization  of  $381  million  in 
federal  operating  assistance  plus  the  $9.5  million  to  underwrite 
new  services  which  Amtrak  was  effectively  required  by  Congress  to 
inaugurate  between  New  Orleans  and  Mobile  and  between  Raleigh  and 
Charlotte,  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  Committee,  while  we  support 
the  appropriation  to  Amtrak  of  the  above  discussed  funds,  that 
support  is  not  unconditional.   We  ask  this  Committee  and  the 
Congress  to  require  that  these  funds,  all  of  which  are  for 
railroad  work  of  one  kind  or  other,  be  used  for  the  employment  of 
railroad  workers  to  perform  that  work  under  Amtrak  or  other 
railroad  contracts.   In  short,  these  government  monies  should  not 
be  used  to  decimate  further  the  ranks  of  railroad  labor. 
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II.   HIGH  SPEED  RAIL 


The  RLEA  also  supports  the  creation  and  development  of  high 
speed  rail  corridors  in  the  United  States. 

The  public  benefits  attendant  upon  the  development  of  such 
corridors  are  reflected  in  the  success  of  the  Northeast  Corridor 
project  that  has  so  improved  transportation  between  Washington 
and  New  York  City  and  will  soon  be  fully  developed  between  New 
York  and  Boston. 

But  beyond  the  overall  public  benefits  to  be  realized  from 
improved  transportation,  and  therefore  commerce,  between  major 
city  pairs  throughout  the  country,  is  the  benefit  to  the  railroad 
workers  of  this  country  which  development  of  high  speed  rail 
would  bring.  It  is  no  secret  that  employment  in  the  railroad 
industry  has  dropped  precipitously  over  the  past  12  years.   Today 
we  find  many  workers  with  15  to  20  years  of  seniority  near  the 
bottom  of  their  seniority  rosters:   the  first  to  go  when  the  next 
job  cuts  are  made.   These  people,  in  many  instances,  are  highly 
skilled  but  their  skills  are  specialized  skills  fully  useful  only 
in  the  operation  of  railroads. 

Today,  the  railroad  industry  has  thousands  of  such  workers 
on  furlough  performing  work  wholly  unrelated  to  their  skills  in 
outside  industry.   The  development  of  high  speed  corridors  could 
utilize  these  skilled  workers  who  would  require  very  little 
retraining  to  build,  maintain  and  operate  high  speed  corridors  as 
they  built,  and  now  maintain  and  operate  the  Northeast  Corridor. 
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Given  the  budgetary  realities  of  the  day,  it  would  seem 
probable  that  high  speed  rail  corridors  would  be  based  upon  the 
steel-wheel-on-steel-rail  system  that  is  now  in  use  throughout 
the  country.   In  that  event,  the  first  order  of  business  in  the 
development  of  a  corridor  would  be  the  upgrading  of  existing 
track--or  perhaps  dedication  of  new  specific  tracks  along 
existing  rights  of  way--and  the  skills  necessary  to  accomplish 
that  result  are  now  availcible  in  furloughed  and  active  railroad 
workers . 

If  one  of  the  more  technologically  sophisticated  systems 
such  as  magnetic  levitation,  is  decided  upon  there  are  literally 
thousands  of  skilled  railroad  workers  who  could  be  employed  in 
their  development  and  operation.   To  ensure  the  use  of  these 
workers  the  Congress  should  require  the  extension  of  our  existing 
railroad  laws  to  these  projects.   Where  a  railroad  is  involved  as 
a  contractor  or  when  a  railroad's  right-of-way  is  being  used,  its 
collective  bargaining  agreement  should  be  applied  these  projects 

We  have  an  opportunity  vastly  to  improve  the  quality  of  life 
for  the  millions  of  our  citizens  who  travel  daily  between  major 
cities  in  this  country  that  are  only  200  to  300  miles  apart.   One 
need  only  inquire  of  any  of  the  tens  of  thousands  of  Washington- 
New  York  corridor  travelers  who  long  ago  abandoned  the  airplane 
and  the  automobile  for  the  ease  and  convenience  of  the  fast 
passenger  train  to  appreciate  the  beneficial  effects  of  this 
service. 
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We  should  proceed  with  the  development  of  these  corridors 
now  because  the  time  is  certain  to  come  when  we  will  be  compelled 
to  build  them  and  when  that  occurs,  we  may  not  only  be  without 
the  reservoir  of  skilled  employees  now  available,  but  the  cost 
will  be  much  higher;  indeed,  so  high  that  it  may  be  more  than  our 
economy  will  then  be  able  to  bear. 

On  behalf  of  the  RLEA,  its  affiliated  unions  and  the 
railroad  workers  they  represent,  I  urge  you  to  treat  favorably 
the  development  of  high  speed  rail  corridors  and,  regardless  of 
the  technology  decided  upon,  to  require  the  recall  and  retraining 
of  furloughed  rail  workers  under  rail  labor  contracts  for  these 
projects . 

III.  HAZARDOUS  MATERIALS  TRAINING 

I  would  like  to  discuss  for  a  moment  a  government  program 
that  is  accomplishing  the  end  for  which  it  was  designed.   It  is  a 
program  that  is  really  working  and  making  an  enormous 
contribution  to  the  public  interest. 

As  you  know,  railroad  workers  and  communities  located  near 
railroad  lines  have  potential  exposures  to  hazardous  materials  in 
emergency  situations  such  as  derailments  that  compare  in 
seriousness  and  magnitude  with  those  in  any  other  industry.   An 
estimated  81  million  tons  of  hazardous  materials  and  hazardous 
waste  were  shipped  by  rail  in  1991,  a  volume  which  increased  by 
almost  50  percent  over  five  years.   In  1991,  more  than  1.7 
million  carloads  of  explosives,  highly  flammable  substances. 
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radioactlve  wastes,  poisons,  pesticides,  and  other  hazardous 
materials  were  transported  by  rail.  Other  materials  not 
regulated  as  hazardous  in  rail  transportation,  such  as  metam 
sodium,  which  sterilized  40  miles  of  the  Sacramento  River  and 
caused  numerous  human  injuries,  and  solid  and  industrial  waste, 
add  substantially  to  this  total. 

As  the  volume  of  hazardous  materials  shipped  by  rail  has 
increased,  so  has  the  number  of  serious  hazardous  materials 
problems.   Although  rail  accident  rates  are  lower  than  in  1980, 
most  of  the  decline  had  taken  place  by  1986.   Since  then,  overall 
accident  rates  have  leveled  off  or  begun  to  rise.   For  trains 
carrying  hazardous  materials,  accidents  increased  28%.   According 
to  the  Department  of  Transportation,  1,130  hazardous  material 
incidents  were  reported  in  rail  transportation  in  1991,  an 
increase  of  36%  since  1982. 

From  the  viewpoint  of  safety  oversight,  the  trend  of 
increasing  safety  problems  is  just  as  troubling.   The  Federal 
Railroad  Administration  (FRA)  is  responsible  for  issuing  and 
enforcing  safety  rules  along  the  nation's  railroad  system.   In 
1989,  the  FRA  relied  on  only  28  hazardous  materials  inspectors 
nationwide  to  inspect  an  estimated  85  railroads,  15,000  shippers 
and  over  one  million  carloads  of  hazardous  materials.   This 
number  has  increased  only  recently  to  42  inspectors.   Over  a 
five-year  period  from  1985  to  1989,  FRA  inspections  had 
identified  an  Increasing  number  of  safety  defects  and  violations. 
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Coupled  with  increasing  hazardous  materials  traffic  and 
indications  of  safety  problems,  is  the  virtual  lack  of  training 
provided  to  rail  workers  by  the  railroads  themselves.   The 
National  Transportation  Safety  Board  has  noted  that  training 
conducted  by  railroads  "has  not  adequately  prepared  railroad 
employees  to  handle  an  accident  or  incident  involving  hazardous 
materials."   Mistakes  made  by  those  first  responding  to  such  an 
event  can  change  a  small  incident  into  a  major  emergency,  with 
serious  chemical  exposures  for  workers,  communities  and  the 
environment. 

In  the  Superfund  Amendments  and  Reauthorization  Act  of  1986 
(SARA),  Section  126(g),  Congress  authorized  an  assistance  program 
for  training  and  educating  workers  engaged  in  activities  related 
to  hazardous  waste  generation,  removal,  containment  or  emergency 
response  and  hazardous  materials  transportation  and  emergency 
response.   Congress  assigned  responsibility  for  administering 
this  program  to  the  National  Institute  of  Environmental  Health 
Sciences  (NIEHS),  in  the  U.S.  Department  of  Health  and  Human 
Services.   Recipients  awarded  agreements  under  the  program  are 
nonprofit  organizations  with  demonstrated  ability  to  identify, 
describe  and  access  target  worker  populations  and  with 
demonstrated  experience  with  implementing  and  operating  worker 
health  and  safety  education  and  training  programs.   Congress 
authorized  funds  for  the  SARA  program  for  a  five-year  period 
beginning  in  October  1986. 
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In  cooperation  with  the  Railway  Labor  Executives' 
Association  and  with  six  rail  unions,  the  George  Meany  for  Labor 
Studies  was  awarded  a  two-year  grant  in  1991.   The  participating 
unions  were  the  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers,  the 
Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employes,  the  Brotherhood  of 
Railroad  Signalmen,  the  Transport  Workers  Union,  the 
Transportation«Communicatlons  International  Union,  and  the  United 
Transportation  Union.   In  1992,  the  International  Brotherhood  of 
Firemen  and  Oilers  and  the  International  Brotherhood  of 
Boilermakers  joined  the  progreun. 

The  goal  of  the  progreun  has  been  to  develop  training  for 
164,000  rail  workers  involved  in  the  transportation  of  hazardous 
materials  and  hazardous  waste.   It  is  intended  to  be  a  model  for 
hazardous  materials  training  in  rail  transportation.   The  program 
also  is  intended  to  build  a  broad  worker  and  geographic  base  of 
support  for  changes  which  will  improve  protection  from  exposures 
to  hazardous  materials  transported  by  rail  for  workers  and 
communities.   This  support  depends  upon  rail  workers  having  the 
knowledge  and  skills  necessary  to  recognize  risks  and  to  identify 
effective  actions  to  address  them.   These  skills  and  knowledge 
also  are  necessary  for  rail  workers  to  monitor  their  workplace, 
document  problems  and  obtain  protection  on  a  dally  basis. 

Training  is  provided  for  operating  crews,  carmen,  signalmen, 
and  maintenance  of  way  workers  who  are  responsible  for 
recognizing  a  hazardous  materials  release  and  initiating  an 
emergency  response  process.   Further  training  is  provided  for 
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maintenance  of  way  workers  and  other  crafts  involved  in  post 
emergency  response  clean-up  and  general  hazardous  waste 
operations.   All  program  objectives  of  the  first  grant  were 
accomplished  and  many  were  exceeded.   A  total  of  1,763  workers 
were  trained,  with  waiting  lists  formed  for  most  classes. 
Training  was  conducted  in  21  cities  for  workers  from  46  states. 
By  August  1993,  over  3,000  railway  workers  will  have  been 
trained.   This  one-day  training  covers  the  content  required  for 
first  responders  at  the  awareness  level  by  the  Occupational 
Safety  and  Health  Administration  (OSHA). 

Four  day  hazardous  waste  and  chemical  emergency  response 
training  sessions  have  also  been  conducted  in  cooperation  with 
the  International  Chemical  Workers'  Union's  Center  for  Worker 
Health  and  Safety  Education.   This  program  covers  in  more  depth 
the  subjects  of  the  one-day  session  and  adds  selection  and  use  of 
respiratory  protection;  incompatible  chemicals;  selection  and  use 
of  chemical  protective  clothing/levels  of  protection;  Level  B 
dress-out/spill  containment  techniques;  and  spill 
simulation/Level  A  and  B  dress-out/decontamination.   This 
training  is  most  important  for  maintenance  of  way  workers.   In 
virtually  every  spill  of  hazardous  materials  in  railway 
transportation,  maintenance  of  way  workers  must  clean-up  and 
repair  track  without  the  training,  protective  equipment  and  other 
protections  required  for  workers  in  other  industries. 

As  required  by  the  Hazardous  Materials  Transportation 
Uniform  Safety  Act,  the  U.S.  Department  of  Transportation  has 
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issued  training  requirements  for  persons  involved  in  the 
transportation  of  hazardous  materials.   These  requirements,  which 
are  to  become  effective  next  month  will  begin  to  address  the  need 
for  training  workers  who  directly  affect  hazardous  materials 
transportation  safety. 

Section  118  of  the  Hazardous  Materials  Transportation 
Uniform  Safety  Act  of  1990  (HMTUSA)  establishes  a  program  of 
grants  to  nonprofit  organizations  for  training  and  education  of 
workers  involved  with  transportation  of  hazardous  materials. 
Paragraph  118(d)  states  that  the  National  Institute  of 
Environmental  Health  Sciences  (NIEHS)  shall  have  available 
$250,000  per  fiscal  year  for  six  fiscal  years  beginning  in  1993. 
This  paragraph  specifies  that  these  funds  shall  be  available  from 
amounts  in  the  account  established  from  fees  collected  by  DOT 
from  transporters  of  hazardous  materials.   This  account  is 
described  in  section  117.   Paragraph  117(h)(6)(B)  states  that 
amounts  in  this  account  shall  be  available  for  making  grants 
under  section  118,  without  further  appropriation. 

In  August  1992,  the  George  Meany  Center  for  Labor  Studies 
was  one  of  18  nonprofit  organizations  awarded  funds  by  NIEHS  for 
three  additional  years  of  training  for  hazardous  waste  and 
emergency  response  workers.   The  amount  of  funds  received  for  the 
training  program  for  rail  workers  was  $725,332.   This  is  13%  less 
than  the  amount  received  for  the  previous  year  and  25%  less  than 
the  amount  requested.   The  reduction  from  the  previous  year's 
level  of  funding,  in  particular,  has  produced  a  negative  impact 


811 

-13- 

on  the  development  and  momentum  of  a  program  which  will  have 
long-term  positive  results.   Hopefully  those  reductions  will  be 
made  up  by  amounts  received  from  DOT  under  HMUTSA.   We  are  now 
working  with  DOT  to  achieve  that  end.   This  very  effective 
program  should  continue  to  be  encouraged  and  supported  by  the 
Congress  as  it  is  effectively  serving  a  very  significant  public 
purpose. 

On  behalf  of  myself  and  my  fellow  RLEA  members  I  wish  to 
thank  Chairman  Carr  and  the  members  of  this  Committee  for 
affording  the  RLEA  this  opportunity  to  express  our  views  on 
subjects  that  are  of  great  importance  to  us  and  the  railroad 
workers  we  represent. 
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Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Fleming.  We  appreciate 
your  being  here.  We  have  noted,  with  interest,  your  comments  also 
on  has^ardous  materials. 

Mr.  Wolf. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Just  one  question.  When  you  tsdked  about  high  speed, 
is  it  high  speed?  Ultra  high  speed? 

I  am  trying  to  get  the  definitions  down.  One  is  up  to  150  mph 
and  the  other  is  higher  than  that. 

Mr.  Fleming.  Yes,  that  is  basically  it.  It  depends  on  which  mech- 
anism you  are  using,  which  equipment  you  are  using,  and  what  the 
preparation  under  the  existing  track  today 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  understand.  What  do  you  support? 

And,  with  your  experience,  what  do  you  think  that  the  commit- 
tee and  the  administration  should  be  looking  at?  Should  we  be 
looking  at  high  speed  up  to  150  mph,  or  ultra  high  speed? 

Mr.  Fleming.  We  are  supporting  high  speed.  We  think  it  is  the 
most  viable  system  out  there  today  and  the  one  that  is  most  cost 
appropriate  and  efficient  today. 

Mr.  Wolf.  That  is  up  to  150  mph? 

Mr.  Fleming.  Yes. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Carr.  Regarding  that,  are  you  familiar  with  the  testimony  of 
Mr.  Claytor  with  regard  to  how  we  ought  to  proceed  incrementally? 

Mr.  Fleming.  I  have  read  that  testimony,  yes. 

Mr.  Carr.  Do  you  agree  with  Mr.  Claytor  on  that. 

Mr.  Fleming.  Yes. 

Well,  when  I  say  at  150  miles  per  hour,  you  know,  there  are 
some  systems  that  are  out  there  that  are  certainly  more  capable  of 
that;  and  eventually  I  would  hope  that  we  have  the  opportunity  to 
utilize  those  systems  in  this  country. 

In  the  immediate  future,  I  think  the  goal  is  150.  But  that  could 
certainly  go  up  as  the  technology  improves  and  so  forth.  And  I 
think  that  is  what  Mr.  Claytor  was  saying  as  well. 

And  I  think  that  our  potential  of  looking  at  speeds  much  higher 
than  150  are  in  due  time.  But  at  the  present  time,  I  understand  in 
the  northeast  corridor  the  goal  is  150  with  the  X2000,  and  the  ap- 
propriations would  seem  to  support  that. 

Mr.  Carr.  In  other  words,  you  support  the  electrification  of  the 
northeast  corridor? 

Mr.  Fleming.  No  question,  yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you  very  much  for  your  testimony.  Appreciate 
your  being  here  today. 
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Mr.  Carr.  Our  next  witness  will  be  Mr.  Paul  Mellott,  Jr.,  Execu- 
tive Vice  President  of  H.  B.  Mellott  Estate,  Inc.,  of  Pennsylvania 
and  Chairman  of  the  Government  Affairs  Division  of  the  National 
Stone  Association. 

Welcome.  Appreciate  your  being  here.  Your  statement  will  be  in- 
cluded in  its  entirety  in  the  record.  We  ask  that  you  summarize. 

Mr.  Mellott.  Thank  you.  And  I  intend  to  do  so,  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
am  Paul  Mellott,  Jr.,  Executive  Vice  President  of  H.  B.  Mellott 
Estate,  Incorporated  of  Warfordsburg,  Pennsylvania. 

My  appearance  today  is  on  behalf  of  the  National  Stone  Associa- 
tion, where  I  serve  as  Chairman  of  the  Government  Affairs  Divi- 
sion. 

I  am  accompanied  by  William  D.  Kelleher,  NSA's  Vice  President 
of  Government  Affairs. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  crushed  stone  industry  would  like  to  offer 
three  points  related  to  our  industry  for  the  committee's  consider- 
ation as  you  review  fiscal  year  1994  U.S.  DOT  budget. 

As  a  capital  intensive  industry,  a  reliable  and  predictable  market 
for  our  product  creates  the  best  environment  for  investment  deci- 
sions for  both  acquiring  reserves  of  aggregate  deposits  and  purchas- 
ing plant  and  equipment.  To  provide  quality  aggregate  at  reasona- 
ble prices,  we  need  to  work  together  with  the  public  sector  to 
smooth  the  large  fluctuations  in  the  infrastructure  construction 
market. 

By  physical  volume,  our  products  represent  between  85  percent 
of  a  concrete  road  and  between  95  and  98  percent  of  an  asphalt 
road.  Clearly,  we  need  to  be  involved  in  any  discussion  on  quality 
and  durability  of  roads  and  highways.  We  would  like  to  discuss 
with  the  subcommittee  the  work  being  done  at  the  International 
Center  for  Aggregate  Research  at  the  University  of  Texas  at 
Austin  which  we  jointly  sponsor  with  the  National  Aggregates  As- 
sociation through  the  Aggregates  Foundation. 

Finally,  both  as  a  user  of  our  Nation's  road  network  and  a  princi- 
pal supplier  to  its  construction,  we  believe  one  of  the  most  impor- 
tant questions  before  the  Congress  and  your  subcommittee  is  deter- 
mining the  Federal  role  in  highway  construction  and  maintenance. 

The  crushed  stone  industry  has,  traditionally,  been  cyclical  in 
nature.  Approximately  half  its  demand  is  based  on  building  con- 
struction related  to  housing  and  commercial  development  which  is 
driven  by  shifts  in  interest  rates.  The  other  half  of  the  aggregate 
industry  is  based  on  public  works  which  is  driven  by  the  political 
process. 

The  imputed  cost  for  the  crushed  stone  industry  from  the  wide 
fluctuations  in  public  support  for  infrastructure  is  estimated  to  be 
approximately  250  to  $325  million  per  year  based  on  the  standard 
analysis  of  the  cost  to  the  construction  industry  of  cyclical  vari- 
ations in  demand  and  an  overall  crushed  stone  annual  market  of 
$5  billion. 

However,  this  cost  is  not  evenly  distributed  because  of  the  highly 
localized  nature  of  crushed  stone  markets.  Costs  will  fall  dispropor- 
tionately on  those  areas  where  public  support  for  infrastructure 
spending  has  wide  fluctuations  or  investments  in  highways  and 
other  public  works  are  highly  dependent  on  unreliable  State  and 
Federal  programs. 
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Let  me  briefly  give  you  some  examples  of  how  cyclical  fluctua- 
tions impact  our  industry. 

Up  front  costs  to  prospect,  drill,  and  analyze  the  geology,  test  the 
suitability  of  the  rock  for  construction  purposes,  permitting,  zoning 
and  site  preparations  during  construction  of  the  plant  requires  a 
large  capital  expenditure  over  a  period  of  years.  In  major  metropol- 
itan areas,  costs  associated  with  permitting  and  zoning  total  hun- 
dreds of  thousands  or  even  millions  of  dollars  spread  over  five  or 
more  years. 

If  a  substantial  investment  in  land  purchase  is  added,  the 
amount  of  money  spent  prior  to  making  the  first  sale  is  usually  in 
the  millions  of  dollars.  The  higher  risk  associated  with  uncertain 
markets  put  quarrjdng  investments  at  a  disadvantage  when  they 
are  compared  to  shorter,  more  certain  investments. 

Labor  is  the  third  and,  absolutely,  most  important  input,  influ- 
encing production.  Labor  is  most  important  because  the  effective 
use  of  the  other  two  factors  depends  completely  on  the  skill  of  the 
labor  force.  In  every  aspect  of  the  business,  labor  can  make  the  dif- 
ference between  a  highly  profitable  enterprise  and  one  that  is  mar- 
ginal or  unprofitable. 

Layoffs  carry  the  risk  that  skilled  employees  will  find  other  suit- 
able full-time  employment.  For  our  industry  to  invest  in  training 
and  developing  employees  and  to  ask  our  employees  to  make  a 
commitment  in  developing  their  careers  as  part  of  our  operations, 
we  need  to  be  able  to  offer  them  jobs  with  a  long-term  future  for 
themselves  and  their  families. 

Providing  full  funding  for  each  year's  authorization  level  for 
ISTEA  is  the  single  most  important  thing  Congress  can  do  to  ad- 
dress these  issues.  Full  funding  will  provide  a  reliable  and  predict- 
able source  of  funds  and  will  encourage  States  and  localities  to  de- 
velop their  programs  as  well. 

There  is  a  need  for  the  aggregates  industry  to  support  research 
into  the  basic  properties  of  our  materials  and  the  proper  applica- 
tion of  these  to  design  and  construction. 

Aggregates  are  a  vital  resource  which  needs  to  be  available  in 
each  locality  and  which  needs  to  be  efficiently — to  be  used  efficient- 
ly to  minimize  wasted  sizes  of  crushed  stone.  Today,  research  in  the 
uses  of  aggregates  is  essentially  being  done  by  others  outside  the 
industry.  We  are  being  told  how  they  intend  to  use  our  products, 
oftentimes  not  taking  advantage  of  aggregates'  inherent  qualities. 
Specifiers  are  driving  the  train  without  the  requisite  education  and 
training  in  aggregates.  Arbitrary  limits  are  often  imposed  without 
sound  technical  basis. 

Leadership  is  needed  from  the  aggregates  industry  for  a  commit- 
ment to  scientific  research  and  education  on  the  basic  properties 
and  uses  of  our  own  products.  By  being  proactive  in  education  and 
research,  we  can  take  control  of  our  future  by  demonstrating  the 
superior  performance  of  properly  utilized  aggregate  products.  Au- 
thoritative research  and  education  of  specifiers,  contractors,  and 
materials  suppliers  is  needed. 

NSA  firmly  believes  in  public-private-academic  partnerships  to 
develop  and  support  research  related  to  the  aggregates  industry. 
As  part  of  our  industry's  commitment  to  this  concept,  we  have 
joined  with  our  sister  association,  the  National  Aggregates  Associa- 
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tion,  to  create  the  Aggregates  Foundation  for  Technology,  Research 
and  Education.  The  foundation  has  raised  over  $4  million  from 
companies  and  individuals  in  our  industry  to  fund  research  in  the 
field.  We  have  recently  selected  the  University  of  Texas  at  Austin 
in  cooperation  with  Texas  A&M  to  be  our  research  center  which  is 
known  as  ICAR,  the  International  Center  for  Aggregate  Research. 
This  consortium  will  manage  and  conduct  a  research  program  of 
the  Foundation. 

Further,  NSA  has  recently  published  The  Aggregate  Handbook. 
It  is  the  product  of  27  authors  drawn  from  the  academic  and  busi- 
ness communities.  The  Handbook's  publication  demonstrates  how 
both  sectors  can  work  together  to  provide  vital,  authoritative  infor- 
mation. 

We  are  already  beginning  to  see  progress  on  research  from  the 
efforts  in  Texas.  Dr.  Joe  Button,  a  research  engineer  with  the 
Texas  Transportation  Institute  at  Texas  A&M,  is  doing  work  in 
conjunction  with  ICAR  on  the  use  of  large  stone  asphalt  mixes. 
Large  stone  aggregates  result  in  lower  production  cost  for  us;  and 
with  proper  mixes,  it  improves  pavement  performance.  Dr.  Button 
notes  in  an  article  in  the  Center's  first  newsletter,  Aggregate 
Views:  "When  mixture  designs  are  right,  the  large  stone  mixes 
seem  to  make  for  roads  that  stand  up  to  heavy  truck  loads  and 
high  pressure  tires." 

NSA  is  also  actively  reviewing  the  European  experience  in  build- 
ing more  durable  roads  and  road  surfaces.  Attachment  2  is  a  series 
of  articles  published  in  Stone  Review,  NSA's  magazine  on  "Rutting 
and  Shoving  in  Asphaltic  Concrete  Pavements."  I  would  specifical- 
ly Uke  to  highlight  the  sections  dealing  with  Michigan  Department 
of  Transportation's  experiments  with  SMA.  MDOT's  program 
worked  very  well.  However,  they  brought  their  aggregates  several 
hundred  miles  to  approximate  the  characteristics  of  European 
pavements.  This  resulted  in  a,  roughly,  600  percent  increase  in  ag- 
gregate costs.  Clearly,  we  in  the  industry  need  to  work  to  develop 
methods  to  use  local  aggregate  sources  if  the  MDOT  research  is  to 
result  in  cost-effective  results. 

NSA  strongly  supports  a  continuing  Federal  role  in  meeting  our 
Nation's  surface  transportation  infrastructure  needs.  ISTEA  should 
provide  the  basic  framework  for  meeting  the  Federal  responsibil- 
ities in  this  field.  And  the  National  Highway  System  proposed  in 
ISTEA  should  be  the  top  federal  priority  within  that  structure. 

Some  thirty-five  years  after  its  inception,  the  National  System  of 
Interstate  and  Defense  Highways  is  about  to  be  declared  complete. 

Developing  the  National  Highway  System  will  continue  this  im- 
portant Federal  contribution  to  building  national  economic  growth 
and  creating  new  jobs. 

Mr.  Chairman,  NSA  specifically  recommends  full  funding  ISTEA 
for  fiscal  year  1994  and  urges  you  to  work  to  see  that  its  multi-year 
commitment  to  funding  our  surface  transportation  needs  are  kept. 

To  accomplish  this  mission,  we  pledge  our  support  in  working 
with  you  and  the  authorizing  committee  to  restore  the  2.5  cents  the 
Federal  gasoline  t£ix  currently  being  used  for  deficit  reduction  to 
the  Highway  Trust  Fund.  The  revenue  stream  to  the  trust  fund 
must  be  strengthened  if  the  total  funding  commitments  of  $155  bil- 
lion for  ISTEA  are  to  be  met. 
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While  our  testimony  today  is  focused  on  highways,  we  would  also 
urge  support  for  full  funding  for  the  Airport  Improvement  Pro- 
gram, the  capital  improvement  program  for  Amtrak,  and  the  re- 
search budget  within  U.S.  DOT. 

Thank  you  for  your  consideration  of  our  views.  We  would  be 
happy  to  answer  any  questions. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Mellott,  Jr.  follows:] 
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Statement  Of 

Paul  C.  Mellott,  Jr, 

On  the  FY  1994 

U.S.  Department  of  Transportation  Appropriation 

For 

The  National  Stone  Association 

March  29, 1993 

Before 

The  House  Subcommittee  on  Transportation 

Appropriations 


I  am  Paul  C.  Mellott,  Jr.,  Executive  Vice  President  of  H.B. 
Mellott  Estate,  Inc.  in  Warfordsburg,  Pennsylvania.  My 
appearance  today  is  on  behalf  of  the  Nationad  Stone  Association 
where  I  serve  as  Chairman  of  the  Government  Affairs  Division. 
I  am  accompanied  by  WiUiam  D.  Kelleher,  NSA's  Vice  President 
for  Grovernment  Affairs. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  crushed  stone  industry  would  like  to  offer 
three  points  related  to  our  industry  for  the  committee's 
consideration  as  you  review  the  FY  1994  U.S.  Department  of 
Transportation  budget: 

•       As    a    capital    intensive    industry,    a    reUable    and 
predictable  market  for  our  product  creates  the  best 
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environment  for  investment  decisions  for  both 
acquiring  reserves  of  aggregate  deposits  and 
purchasing  plant  and  equipment.  To  provide  quality 
aggregate  and  reasonable  prices  we  need  to  work 
together  with  the  public  sector  to  smooth  the  large 
fluctuations  in  the  infrastructure  construction  market. 

By  physical  volume,  our  products  represent 
approximately  85  percent  of  a  concrete  road 
and  between  95  percent  and  98  percent  of  an 
asphalt  road.  Clearly,  we  need  to  be 
involved  in  any  discussion  on  quality  and 
durability  of  roads  and  highways.  We  would 
like  to  discuss  with  the  subcommittee  the 
work  being  done  at  the  International  Center 
for  Aggregate  Research  at  the  University  of 
Texas  at  Austin  which  we  jointly  sponsor 
with  the  National  Aggregates  Association 
through  the  Aggregates  Foundation. 

Finally,  both  as  a  user  of  our  nation's  road 
network  and  a  principal  supplier  to  its 
construction,  we  believe  one  of  the  most 
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important  questions  before  the  Congress  and 
your  subcommittee  is  determining  the 
federal  role  in  highway  construction  and 
maintenance.  We  would  specifically  like  to 
address  this  issue  in  the  context  of  the 
national  highway  system  proposal  and  the 
deUneation  of  responsibilities  between 
different  levels  of  government. 

Why  Highway  Funding  Needs  to  be  Reliable 

The  crushed  stone  industry  has  traditionally  been  cycUcal  in 
nature.  Approximately  half  its  demand  is  based  on  building 
construction  related  to  housing  and  commercial  development 
which  is  driven  by  shifts  in  interest  rates.  The  other  half  of  the 
aggregate  industry  is  based  on  public  works  which  is  driven  by 
the  poUtical  process. 

The  imputed  cost  for  the  crushed  stone  industry  fi-om  the  wide 
fluctuations  in  public  support  for  infrastructure  is  estimated  to 
be  approximately  $250  million  to  $325  million  per  year  based  on 
the  standard  analysis  of  the  cost  to  the  construction  industry  of 
cyclical  variations  in  demand  and  an  overall  crushed  stone 
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annual  market  of  $5  billion.  However,  this  cost  is  not  evenly 
distributed  because  of  the  highly  localized  nature  of  crushed 
stone  markets.  Costs  will  fall  disproportionately  on  those  aresis 
where  public  support  for  infrsistructure  spending  has  wide 
fluctuations  or  investments  in  highways  and  other  public  works 
are  highly  dependent  on  unreliable  state  and  federal  programs. 

Let  me  briefly  give  you  some  exeunples  of  how  cyclical 
fluctuations  impact  our  industry: 

•  In  determining  site  suitability  the  ability  to 
accurately  forecast  long  term  market 
potential  impacts  determinations  of 
transportation  access  investments  for  a  site, 
the  size  of  site  and  amount  of  reserves  to  be 
purchased  as  pzut  of  the  initied  land 
acquisition  process  including  buffer  zone 
considerations  to  adjoining  properties.  Also 
market  forecasts  will  determine  how  much 
overburden  can  be  economically  removed 
before  a  commercially  viable  quarry  can  be 
developed. 
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The  production  of  aggregate  by  its  very 
nature  is  a  long-term  industry.  Issues  such 
as  rate  of  return  comparisons  to  other 
investments,  the  size  of  plsuit  to  be 
estabUshed,  whether  new  or  used  equipment 
should  be  purchased  or  alternatively  whether 
a  portable  crushing  plant  should  be 
employed  instead  of  building  a  permanent 
facility  are  all  part  of  capital  cost 
considerations. 

Up  front  costs  to  prospect,  drill,  and  analyze 
the  geology,  test  the  suitability  of  the  rock 
for  construction  purposes,  permitting, 
zoning,  and  site  preparations  during 
construction  of  the  plant  require  large 
capital  expenditure  over  a  period  of  years. 
In  major  metropoUtan  areas,  costs  associated 
with  permitting  and  zoning  total  hundreds  of 
thousands  or  even  miUions  of  dollars  spread 
over  five  or  more  years.  If  a  substantial 
investment  in  land  purchase  is  added,  the 
amount  of  money  spent  prior  to  making  the 
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first  sale  is  usually  in  the  millions  of  dollars. 
The  higher  risk  associated  with  uncertain 
markets  put  quarrying  investments  at  a 
disadvantage  when  they  are  compared  to 
shorter  more  certain  investments. 

Labor  is  the  third  and  most  important  input 
influencing  production.  Labor  is  most 
important  because  the  effective  use  of  the 
other  two  factors  depends  completely  on  the 
skill  of  the  labor  force.  In  every  aspect  of 
the  business,  labor  can  make  the  difference 
between  a  highly  profitable  enterprise  and 
one  that  is  marginal  or  unprofitable. 

Layoffs  carry  the  risk  that  skilled  employees 
will  find  other  suitable  full-time 
employment.  For  our  industry  to  invest  in 
training  and  developing  employees  and  to 
£isk  our  employees  to  make  a  commitment  in 
developing  their  ceireers  as  part  of  our 
operations,  we  need  to  be  able  to  offer  them 
jobs  with  a  long  term  future  for  themselves 
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and  their  families. 

Providing  full  funding  for  each  ye£ir's  authorization  level  for 
ISTEIA  is  the  single  most  importzoit  thing  Congress  can  do  to 
address  these  issues.  Full  funding  will  provide  a  rehable  and 
predictable  source  of  funds  and  will  encourage  states  and 
locahties  to  develop  their  programs  as  well. 

The  Aggregate  Industry's  Role  in  Research 

There  is  a  need  for  the  aggregates  industry  to  support  research 
into  the  beisic  properties  of  our  materials  and  the  proper 
application  of  these  to  design  and  construction.  Aggregates  are 
a  vital  natursd  resource  which  need  to  be  available  in  each 
locality  and  which  need  to  be  used  efficiently  to  minimize  wasted 
sizes  of  crushed  stone.  Today,  research  in  the  uses  of  aggregates 
is  essentially  being  done  by  others  outside  the  industry.  We  eire 
being  told  how  they  intend  to  use  our  products,  often  times  not 
taking  advantage  of  aggregates'  inherent  qualities.  Specifiers  are 
driving  the  train,  without  the  requisite  education  and  training  in 
aggregates.  Arbitrary  limits  are  often  imposed  without  sound 
technical  beisis. 
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Other  segments  of  the  construction  industry  are  actively 
pursuing  research  into  their  products  (asphalt,  portland  cement 
concrete,  new  geotextiles  and  recycled  materials).  However,  their 
interest  is  not  in  the  basic  aggregate  properties. 

Leadership  is  needed  from  the  aggregates  industry  for  a  commit- 
ment to  scientific  research  and  education  on  the  b£usic  properties 
and  uses  of  our  own  products.  By  being  proactive  in  education 
and  research,  we  can  take  control  of  our  future  by  demonstrating 
the  superior  performance  of  properly  utilized  aggregate  products. 
Authoritative  research  and  education  of  specifiers,  contractors, 
and  materials  suppliers  is  needed. 

NSA  firmly  believes  in  public-private-academic  partnerships  to 
develop  and  support  research  related  to  the  aggregates  industry. 
As  part  of  our  industry's  commitment  to  this  concept,  we  have 
joined  with  our  sister-association,  the  National  Aggregates 
Association,  to  create  the  Aggregates  Foundation  for  Technology, 
Research,  and  Education.  The  Foundation  has  raised  over  $4 
miUion  from  companies  and  individuEils  in  our  industry  to  f\ind 
research  in  the  field.  We  have  recently  selected  the  University 
of  Texas  at  Austin  in  cooperation  with  Texas  A&M  to  be  our 
research  center  which  is  known  as  ICAR~the  International 
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Center  for  Aggregate  Research.  This  consortium  will  manage 
and  conduct  the  research  program  of  the  Foundation.  Further, 
NSA  has  recently  published  The  Aggregate  Handbook.  It  is  the 
product  of  27  authors  drawn  from  the  academic  and  business 
communities.  The  Handbook's  publication  demonstrates  how 
both  sectors  can  work  together  to  provide  vital,  authoritative 
information. 

We  are  already  beginning  to  see  progress  on  research  from  the 
efforts  in  Texas.  Dr.  Joe  Button,  a  research  engineer  with  the 
Texas  Transportation  Institute  at  Texas  A&M,  is  doing  work  in 
conjunction  with  ICAR  on  the  use  of  large  stone  asphalt  mixes. 
Large  stone  aggregates  result  in  lower  production  cost  for  us  £ind 
with  proper  mixes  it  improves  pavement  performance.  Dr. 
Button  notes  in  an  £irticle  in  the  Center's  first  newsletter, 
Aggregate  Views  (see  Attachment  1):  "when  mixtiire  designs  are 
ri^t,  the  large  stone  mixes  seem  to  make  for  roads  that  stand 
up  to  heavy  truck  loads  and  high  pressure  tires." 

NSA  is  also  actively  reviewing  the  European  experience  in 
building  more  durable  roads  and  road  surfaces.  Attachment  2  is 
a  series  of  articles  published  in  Stone  Review.  NSA's  magazine 
on  "Rutting  and  Shoving  in  Asphaltic  Concrete  Pavements."    I 
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would  specifically  like  to  highlight  the  sections  dealing  with 
Michigan  Department  of  Transportation's  (MDOT)  experiments 
with  Stone  Mastic  Asphalt  (SMA).  MDOT's  program  worked 
very  well,  however,  they  brought  their  aggregates  several 
hundred  miles  to  approximate  the  characteristics  of  European 
pavements.  This  resulted  in  a  roughly  600%  increase  in 
aggregate  costs.  Clearly,  we  in  industry  need  to  work  to  develop 
methods  to  use  local  aggregate  sources  if  the  MDOT  research  is 
to  result  in  cost  effective  results. 

Future  Federal  Role  in  Transportation  Infrastructure 

NSA  strongly  supports  a  continuing  federal  role  in  meeting  our 
nation's  surface  transportation  infrastructure  needs.  The 
Intermodal  Surface  Transportation  Efficiency  Act~ISTEA- 
should  provide  the  basic  framework  for  meeting  the  federal 
responsibilities  in  this  field  and  the  National  Highway  System 
proposed  in  ISTEA  should  be  the  top  federal  priority  within  that 
structure. 

Some  thirty-five  years  after  its  inception,  the  National  System  of 
Interstate  and  Defense  Highways  is  about  to  be  declared 
complete.  In  one  sense  this  statement  is  true.  The  construction 
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of  over  44,000  miles  of  highway  will  be  finished  and  one  of  the 
greatest  public  works  undertakings  in  history  will  have  been 
accomplished.  All  those  who  worked  on  this  enterprise  deserve 
our  thanks  and  admiration.  However,  the  interstate  system's 
mission  in  meeting  our  nation's  mobility  needs  continues.  The 
new  Nationfid  Highway  System  will  provide  the  road  network  for 
interstate  commerce  that  reflects  the  global  marketplace  of  the 
1990s  and  beyond. 

When  President  Eisenhower  began  the  system,  it  was  based  on 
his  desire  to  provide  the  type  of  mobilization  capabilities  the 
Autobahn  gave  Germany.  He  recognized  the  important  role  the 
efficient  movement  of  people  and  goods  plays  in  securing  our 
national  well-being.  The  interstate  highway  network  is  the 
circulatory  system  that  moves  much  of  the  life  blood  of  our 
society  and  economy.  Military  defense  remains  an  importemt 
aspect  of  the  system's  purpose.  In  the  post  Cold  War  era,  we 
should  recognize  that  the  defense  responsibilities  of  the 
interstate  system  have  been  expanded  to  include  economic 
competitiveness  as  well  as  military  preparedness.  Our  ability  to 
win  future  economic  conflicts  will  be  significantly  affected  by  the 
productivity  of  our  transportation  network.  As  Dr.  David  A. 
Aschauer  (imtil  recently  at  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  of  Chicago 
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£uid  currently  ChEdrmsin  of  the  Economic  Department  at  Bates 
College)  has  pointed  out,  America's  overall  productivity  grew 
along  with  our  investment  in  infrastructure  and  our  relative 
decline  in  competitiveness  has  coincided  with  our  reduced 
commitment  in  this  area.  The  construction  and  substeintial 
completion  of  the  Interstate  System  has  demonstrated  in  a 
practical  way  the  positive  impact  transportation  investments 
have  on  economic  growth,  job  creation  and  productivity. 

Developing  the  Nationed  Highway  System  will  continue  this 
import£int  federal  contribution  to  building  nationed  economic 
growth  £ind  creating  new  jobs. 

Where  £u*e  we  today?  The  einswer  is  "stuck  in  traffic"  The 
National  Council  on  Public  Works  Improvement  stated  it  more 
formgdly  when  they  noted,  "We  have  worked  through  the  cushion 
of  excess  capacity  built  into  the  earlier  investments  without 
making  commensurate  investments  of  our  own."  For  example: 

•  More  than  60  percent  of  the  miles  of  paved 
highways  in  the  U.S.  need  some  form  of 
surface  rehabilitation.  In  1988,  the  U.S. 
Department  of  Transportation  classified  43 
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percent  of  the  interstate  system  pavement  as 
either  fair  or  poor.  Truck  operating  costs 
increase  by  6.3  cents  per  mile  when  road 
conditions  drop  from  "good"  to  "fair." 

Americans  lose  1.25  billion  hours  a  year  in 
traffic  congestion.  The  Union  of  Concerned 
Scientists  estimate  that  two  billion  gallons  of 
gasoline  £U'e  wasted  each  yeeu*  in  traffic  tie- 
ups.  Currently,  congestion  costs  the 
American  economy  between  $10  billion  and 
$30  billion  per  year.  This  figure  could  reach 
$50  biUion  a  year  in  2005  when  highway 
congestion  will  triple  as  forecasted  by  the 
Greneral  Accounting  Office. 

Traffic  congestion  imposes  direct  costs  upon 
individuals  by  increasing  personal  travel 
time  and  vehicle  operating  costs  in  terms  of 
fuel  and  motor  oil  consumption.  For 
example,  the  California  Chamber  of 
Commerce  estimated  that  traffic  delays  and 
rough  roads  costs  motorists  $135  per  year  in 
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lost  time  and  another  $97  in  fuel  and 
maintenance     costs.  The     Texas 

Transportation  Institute  estimated  the  1986 
per  capita  cost  of  congestion  (user  cost  and 
additional  fuel  cost)  at  $330  without  the 
added  cost  of  higher  insurance  premiums 
associated  with  more  congestion-related 
accidents,  and  $440  per  capita  including  the 
insurance  adjustments. 

The  Interstate  System  conceived  in  the  1950s  was  a  magnificent 
achievement.  Now  we  need  to  build  an  interstate  mobility 
system  for  the  1990s  and  beyond.  In  addition,  there  is  a  large 
backlog  of  problems  from  the  1980s  that  we  need  to  address. 
Building  the  national  highway  network  that  reflects  our 
changing  social,  economic  and  physical  arreingements  has  hardly 
begun.  The  suburbeinization  of  the  workplace  eind  workforce,  the 
emergence  of  two  income  households,  the  role  of  mass  transit  in 
metropoliteui  areas,  £ind  the  need  to  better  link  different 
transportation  modes  to  deal  with  trends  such  as  the  intermodal 
movement  of  goods  and  just  in  time  inventory  concepts  are  only 
some  of  the  challenges  for  the  interstate  mobility  system  that  we 
need  to  construct  in  the  1990s. 

14 
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The  mission  of  building  a  national  transportation  system  to 
support  a  mobile  and  productive  nation  is  what  inspired 
President  Eisenhower  and  Congress  in  1956  to  begin  the 
National  System  of  Interstate  and  Defense  Highways.  Today 
this  same  mobility  mission  goes  on  along  with  the  federal 
responsibility  in  meeting  it.  The  challenge  of  providing  an 
interstate  transportation  network  that  fulfills  the  needs  of  a 
dynEimic  AmericEin  society  and  economy  endures  as  we  enter  the 
l£ist  decade  of  this  century  £ind  prepare  for  the  next.  The 
national  highway  system  is  the  best  available  tool  to  our 
generation  in  meeting  the  test  of  a  global  economy. 

Summary  and  Conclusion 

Mr.  Chairman,  NSA  specifically  recommends: 

•  Full  funding  ISTEA  for  FY  1994  and  urges 
you  to  work  to  see  that  its  multi-year 
commitment  to  funding  our  surface 
transportation  needs  are  kept.  To 
accomplish  this  mission  we  pledge  our 
support  in  working  with  you  and  the 
authorizing  committee  to  restore  the  2.5 
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cents  of  the  federal  gasoline  tax  currently 
being  used  for  deficit  reduction  to  the 
Highway  Trust  Fund.  The  revenue  stream 
to  the  Trust  Fund  must  be  strengthened  if 
the  total  funding  commitments  of  $155 
billion  for  ISTEA  are  to  be  met. 

•  While  our  testimony  today  has  focused  on 
highways,  we  would  also  urge  support  for 
fuU  funding  for  the  Airport  Improvement 
Program,  the  capital  improvement  program 
for  AMTRAK,  and  the  research  budget 
within  U.S.  DOT. 

Thank  you  for  yoiu"  consideration  of  our  views  and  I  would  be 
happy  to  answer  any  questions. 
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Attachment  1 


Large  stone  lowers  production  cost  and 
improves  pavement  performance 


Pavement  core  samples  aid  in  research 


Lower  production  cost.  That's  what  the  trend  towards  increased  use  of  large 
stone  asphah  mixmres  for  road  construction  means  to  the  aggregates 
industry.  As  highway  buUders  use  more  and  more  large  stone  in  asphalt 
mixtures,  aggregates  producers  can  expect  to  spend  less  time  crushing  the 
product  for  the  consumers. 

But  the  benefits  do  not  stop  at  the  point  of  production.  In  a  project  for  the 
National  Cooperative  Highway  Research  Program  (a  prograiri  of  the  Trans- 
portation Research  Board  and  the  National  Research  Council),  CAR 
researchers  are  investigating  the  comparative  merits  of  large  stone  mixes  as 
opposed  to  conventional  mixes  without  large  stone,  and  developing  a  long- 
awaited  mixture  design  procedure. 

"We've  known  since  the  turn  of  the  century  that  large  stone  mixes  made 
for  stronger  roads,"  Button  said.  "But  patents  prevented  wide  use  of  such 
mixes  in  the  infancy  of  this  industry.  Therefore,  standard  mixture  design 

methods  and  evaluation  procedures  were  developed 

around  small  test  specimens  which  are  unsuitable  for 

use  with  large  stone  mixes.  Now,  we're  developing  a 

large-stone  mix  design  that  makes  for  durable  roads 

and  cuts  the  cost  of  aggregates  production  at  the 

same  time." 

During  the  first  phase  of  the  study,  a  team  led  by 
Joe  Bunon,  a  research  engineer  with  the  Texas 
Transportation  Institute  at  Texas  A&M,  surveyed 
every  state  in  the  nation  to  see  what  mix  designs  are 
being  used, 

''When  mixture  designs  are  right."  Button  says, 
"the  large  stone  mixes  seem  to  make  for  roads  that 
stand  up  to  heavy  truck  loads  and  high  tire 
pressures." 

During  the  next  phase  of  the  study,  Button  and 
his  associates  will  be^  work  on  developing  such 
mixes. 

"Our  goal  is  to  develop  mixture  design  and 
testing  procedures  for  large  stone  mixes,"  Button 
says. "Right  now,  large  stone  mixes  are  often  thrown 
together  using  a  lot  of  guesswork  and  it  shows  in  the 
performance  of  the  resulting  roads."  ^HH 
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Attachment  2 


More  Crushed  Stone  Solutions 


Rutting  and  Shoving 

in 

Asphaltic  Concrete  Pavements 


New  Asphalt  Mix  Design 

100  Percent  Crushed  Aggregates 

High  Quality  Aggregates 
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EDITORIAL 


U.S.  Should  Pursue 
Application  of  European 
Paving  Technologies 


by  Wayne  Muri,  P.E. 
Chief  Engineer. 
Missouri  Highway  and 
Transportation  Department 


Ed.  Note:  Late  last  year,  a  group  of  U.S.  transportation 
officials  spent  a  ]  4-day  tour  of  Europe  studying  the  latest 
in  asphalt  paving  technology  to  see  if  it  could  be  applied 
in  the  United  States.  The  six-country  tour  was  sponsored 
by  the  Federal  Highway  Administration  (FHWA)  and  the 
National  Asphalt  Pavement  Association  (NAPA).  The 
author,  who  was  chairman  of  the  1990  Transportation 
Research  Board  Executive  Committee,  was  one  of  the 
tour  participants. 

In  the  application  of  European  methods  to  the  engi- 
neering arena  in  this  country,  I  believe  that  the 
United  States  would  do  well  to  pursue  several 
technical  areas  through  the  FHWA,  the  states,  the  con- 
tractors, and  the  public.  These  areas  include  heavy-duty 
pavements,  rut-testing  devices,  and  porous  asphalts. 

Heavv-Duty  Pavements 

Europeans  build  heavy-duty  pavements  that  are  made 
with  a  mix  called  stone  mastic  asphalt  (SMA).  SMA 
pavements  were  invented  in  Germany  in  the  mid-1960s 
under  the  name  of  Splittmastix.  Like  pavements  built  by 
the  Romans  long  ago,  these  pavements  are  built  using  a 
stone-on-stone  concept.  The  aggregate  does  not  swim 
around  in  asphalt  and  sand. 

SMA  contains  discontinuous  or  gapgraded  crushed 
stone  aggregate  with  approximately  80  percent  plus  No. 
10  material.  SMA  is  not  necessarily  the  large-stone 
mixture  being  investigated  by  many  states.  The  maxi- 
mum size  aggregate  used  in  SMA  is  about  5/8  inch;  1/2- 
inch  aggregate  is  common.  The  mix  has  a  relatively  high 
binder  content  of  6.5  to  7.5  percent.  To  achieve  stability 
of  the  binder  and  to  prevent  it  from  draining  off  the 
aggregate,  the  bitumen  is  modified  with  mineral  or  cellu- 
lose fibers  or  rubber  powder. 


Using  SMA  helps  stop  pavement  rutting  and  increases 
pavement  durability.  Thus  Europe's  heavy-duty  pave- 
ments are  able  to  handle  the  high  volume  of  truck  traffic 
and  heavier  truck  weights.  Within  the  United  States,  the 
FHWA  could  promote  SMA  research  by  cooperating 
with  the  states  for  field  trials.  NAPA  is  another  organiza- 
tion that  could  undertake  this  research,  analyzing  the 
technical  data  and  including  European  field  information. 

Rut-Testing  Devices 

When  the  Missouri  Highway  and  Transportation  De- 
partment handles  an  asphalt-mixture  project,  field  inspec- 
tors and  central  laboratory  personnel  check  the  asphcdt 
cement,  the  aggregate,  and  the  mix  itself  before  it  is 
approved  for  the  road.  This  practice  is  common  in  most 
states,  but  not  in  Europe,  where  performance  is  measured 
instead  of  materials.  It  does  make  sense  to  test  material  by 
the  desired  performance,  as  well  as  for  what  it  is. 

To  this  end,  Europeans  perform  extensive  rut  testing  of 
asphaltpavements.  Forexample,  we  visited  the  Laboratoire 
Central  des  Ponts  et  Chaussees  in  France,  where  sophis- 
ticated wheel-tracking  equipment  is  used  to  test  for 
rutting  and  other  pavement  fatigue. 

Some  areas  in  the  United  States  are  moving  in  this 
direction.  Georgia's  Department  of  Transportation  is 
currently  evaluating  rut-testing  devices,  and  the  FHWA 
has  provided  demonstration  funds  to  four  states  with 
plans  to  provide  funds  to  four  more  for  this  purpose.  In  its 
Indiana  laboratory.  Elf  Asphalt  has  installed  a  rut-testing 
device  that  is  similar  to  the  one  in  France,  but  less 
expensive. 

SHRP,  too,  is  evaluating  performance-related  asphalt 
test  equipment.  In  the  future,  FHWA  laboratories  could 
be  equipped  with  rut-testing  equipment,  and  FHWA 
could  encourage  more  state  evaluations  of  rut  testing. 
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EDITORIAL 


Porous  Asphalt 

With  the  European  community's  sensitivity  to  the 
public's  needs,  it  is  not  surprising  to  find  many  European 
pavements  made  with  porous  asphalts,  because  this  ma- 
terial contributes  to  noise  reduction.  However,  porous 
asphalts  also  produce  better  friction  and  less  hydroplan- 
ing, characteristics  that  would  be  appreciated  by  the  U.S. 
traveling  public. 

The  porous  asphalt  used  in  France  and  other  European 
countries  is  similar  to  the  open-graded  friction  course 
used  in  the  United  States.  European  porous  asphalts  are 
gap-graded  mixes  with  20  to  25  percent  air  voids  and  a 
maximum  1/2-inch  aggregate.  Generally,  modified  bind- 
ers such  as  polymers,  rubber,  or  fibers  are  used  to  increase 
durability. 

I  believe  it  could  benefit  the  United  States  to  consider 
using  porous  asphalts.  To  move  in  this  direction,  I  recom- 
mend that  a  study  be  conducted  to  relate  Europe's  use  of 
this  material  to  our  use  of  open-graded  friction  courses. 
The  states  could  then  undertake  experimental  porous 
asphalt  pavement  projects. 

Other  Technical  Points 

Other  technical  advantages  of  Europe's  transportation 
system  should  be  noted.  For  example,  most  European 
countries  build  pavements  to  last  40  years,  not  20,  as  is  the 
custom  in  the  United  States.  Pavements  in  Europe  that  we 
in  the  United  States  would  describe  as  relatively  good  are 
resurfaced  before  any  extensive  pavement  deterioration 
occurs.  This  decision  is  based  on  structural  rather  than 
visual  factors.  Europeans  make  good  pavements  better — 
not  poor  pavements  good. 


Another  practice  that  produces  better  pavements  in 
Europe  is  the  building  of  adequate  subgrades  and  bases. 
Pavements  are  never  designed  to  compensate  for  a  poor 
base.  Bases  and  subgrades  are  structurally  sound  and 
adequately  drained  before  any  asphalt  is  laid. 

These  practices  are  expensive,  but  the  European  coun- 
tries have  considered  the  costs  and  decided  they  are 
worthwhile.  When  these  practices  and  the  resulting  pave- 
ments are  compared  with  those  in  the  United  States,  it  is 
clear  that  the  lack  of  investment  acmally  encourages  the 
deteriorating  condition  of  pavements  in  this  country. 

Conclusion 

The  14-day  trip  to  study  European  asphalt  pavement 
technology  humbled  me;  it  was  a  productive  but  sobering 
experience.  I  am  now  convinced  that  we  can  learn  lessons 
from  traveling  to  see  how  the  rest  of  the  world  does 
business. 

Our  European  hosts  were  gracious  and  welcoming, 
demonstrating  to  us  that  the  European  community  not 
only  has  advanced  technology,  but  also  has  advanced 
methods  to  quickly  put  the  technology  into  practice. 

The  time  has  come  to  incorporate  proven  European 
methods  into  this  country's  advances.  The  U.S.  public 
should  not  and  will  not  tolerate  a  situation  in  which  its 
money  is  being  used  for  anything  but  the  best  possible 
products,  especially  those  as  essential  as  pavements.  D 

This  article  excerpted  from  "Paving  the  Way."  which 
appeared  in  TR  News,  May- June  1991  issue.  Reprinted 
by  permission  of  Transportation  Research  Board,  Na- 
tional Research  Council. 


Placement  of  a 
1-114"  binder  course  on  a 
test  strip  located  on  1-94 
outside  Milwaukee. 
Several  different  mixes 
were  placed  over  the  15- 
mile  test  section,  located 
in  a  right-hand  (truck) 
lane.  This  particular  mix 
included  5.7  percent 
binder,  of  which  93 
percent  was  asphalt  and  7 
percent  a  plastic  modifier. 
Air  voids  were  6.85 
percent.  Photo  courtesy  of 
Jim  Warren,  NAPA. 
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Stone  Mastic  Asphalt: 

A  Potential  Rutting  Solution 


by  Charlie  Pryor,  P.E. 

NSA  Vice  President-Engineering 


An  asphalt  mix  that  gives  bet- 
ter durabihty,  better  stabil- 
ity, higher  resistance  to  fa- 
tigue and  aging,  better  workability, 
and  is  less  sensitive  to  poor  quality 
construction  practices?  Not  likely  you 
say.  But  stone  mastic  asphalt  (SMA) 
convinced  the  skeptics  in  the  Euro- 
pean asphalt  study  tour  group  (see 
preceding  article). 

Stone  mastic  asphalt  (a.k.a. 
Splittmastix  asphalt,  grit  mastic  as- 
phalt, stone  matrix  asphalt)  was  de- 
veloped in  the  1960s  as  a  surface 
course  to  resist  the  damage  being 
done  to  German  roads  by  studded 
winter  tires.  Not  only  did  it  resist  the 
wear,  it  also  demonstrated  resistance 
to  rutting  and  shoving. 

Even  though  aU  European  coun- 
tries but  one  have  outlawed  studded 
tires,  SMA  continues  to  be  used  be- 
cause of  its  proven  strength  and  dura- 
bility. One  of  the  main  reasons  is  that 
European  traffic  places  heavy  de- 
mands on  pavements.  For  instance, 
on  the  German  autobahn  system,  the 
average  daily  traffic  is  39,000  ve- 
hicles per  day,  with  20  percent  truck 
■  traffic  and  25 ,000  lb.  allowable  single 
axle  loads  (31,000  in  France). 

To  see  if  the  technology  is  appli- 
cable to  American  materials,  equip- 
ment and  procedures,  the  Federal 
Highway  Administration  (FHWA) 
selected  a  section  of  highway  near 
Lansing,  Michigan  as  the  demonstra- 


tion site  to  test  the  feasibility  of  using 
SMA  in  the  U.S. 

SMA  is  a  gap  graded  asphalt  con- 
crete mix  that  derives  strength  from 
stone  to  stone  contact  and  stability  of 
the  asphalt-aggregate  mix  by  the  ad- 
dition of  cellulose  fibers.  The  asphalt 
is  a  low  penetration  grade,  modified 
with  cellulose  to  preverit  the  asphalt- 
fme  aggregate  filler  from  "draining" 
off  the  coarse  aggregate  during  pro- 
duction and  construction.  Mineral 


wool  is  sometimes  used,  but  very 
seldom  are  polymers. 

The  asphalt  content  of  SMA  typi- 
cally is  in  the  6.5  to  7.5  percent  range. 
This  gives  a  dust-to-asphalt  ratio 
higher  than  the  1 .2  percent  value  rec- 
ommended by  the  FHWA  in  their 
1988  Technical  Advisory  on  Design 
of  Asphalt  Pavements  {Stone  Review, 
October  1988). 

A  key  element  in  the  success  of 
SMA  is  high  quahty  coarse  aggregate 

The  steel  wheel  rollers  had  to  work 
right  up  to  the  paver.  At  left,  the 
appearance  of  the  compacted  mix. 
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providing  stone-to-stone  contact, 
which  develops  internal  friction  and 
resistance  to  shear.  The  coarse  aggre- 
gate is  typically  1 00  percent  crushed 
stone  with  a  top  size  of  3/4  to  1/2  in. 
The  grading  is  not  a  large  top  size  in 
the  normal  sense.  However,  70  to  80 
percent  of  the  coarse  aggregate,  by 
weight,  is  retained  on  the  #  1 0  sieve, 
giving  a  large  percentage  of  the  larger 
size  stone. 

The  percentage  of  fine  aggregate  is 
noticeably  less  than  U.S.  mixes,  ac- 
counting for  approximately  15  per- 
cent of  the  aggregate  weight  The 
value  of  manufactured  sand  as  the 
fme  fraction  of  normal  asphalt  ce- 
ment is  well  documented,  and  the 
same  applies  for  SMA.  Filler  mate- 
rial accounts  for  the  remainder. 

The  surface  of  the  compacted  mix 
appears  very  similar  to  normal  open- 
graded  or  "popcorn"  mixes,  with  a 
heavy  asphalt  film  on  the  surface 
aggregate.  However,  because  of  the 
high  mastic  content  and  low  voids 
(three  percent  theoretical),  the  SMA 
does  not  drain  vertically. 

The  low  voids  content  also  contrib- 
utes to  protection  of  underlying  pave- 
ment layers  from  moisture-induced 
distresses  as  well  as  to  improved  du- 
rability. German  engineers  report  a 
30  percent  increase  in  life. 

The  rough  surface  macro-texture 
apparently  gives  excellent  anti-skid 
and  anti-hydroplaning  properties  de- 
spite the  asphalt  film  on  the  surface  of 
the  exposed  aggregate.  This  film  is 
worn  away  under  normal  traffic;  how- 
ever, if  increased  skid  resistance  is 
desired  until  this  is  accomplished,  a 
dusting  of  sand  can  be  rolled  into  the 
finished  surface. 

Europeans  use  select,  high-quality 
materials  in  SMA.  They  are  willing 
to  pay  the  higher  costs  up  front  for  the 
longevity  obtained.  It  is  estimated 
that  SMA  costs  up  to  30  percent  more 
than  conventional  mixes,  although 
this  might  be  reduced  in  the  U.S.  lo 
20-25  percent.  It  is  estimated  thai 
service  life  of  the  pavement  is  2.'i 
percent  longer  than  one  made  with 
conventional  materials. 

The  FHWA  demonstration  near 


Lansing,  hosted  by  the  Michigan 
DOT,  was  held  August  6-7,  1991, 
and  was  attended  by  over  300  people. 
The  project  consists  of  a  four-mile 
section  of  Route  52,  and  is  divided 
into  sections  of  SMA,  a  MDOT  stan- 
dard dense-graded  mix  and  a  MDOT 
rut-resistant  mix.  Each  mix  is  pro- 
duced using  a  batch  plant  and  a  drum 
plant. 

European  practice  is  heavily 
weighted  to  batch  plants,  whereas 
Michigan  uses  drum  plants  exten- 
sively. The  comparison  will  give  a 
good  perspective  for  U.S.  production 
techniques.  The  project  consisted  of 
milling  off  1.5  inches  of  existing 
wearing  surface  and  then  overlaying 
with  the  same  amount  of  the  three 
mixes.  The  SMA  mix  data  is  shown 
in  the  chart  below. 

The  aggregate  was  100  percent 
crushed  stone  from  Michigan's  Up- 
per Peninsula,  shipped  over  300  miles 
to  the  plant  sites  near  Lansing.  The 
source  was  chosen  to  represent,  as 
closely  as  possible,  the  stone  used  in 
Europe.  While  it  was  basically  high- 
quality  granite,  one  fraction  had  to  be 
re-processed  to  correct  a  problem  with 
too  many  fiat  and  elongated  particles. 

Cubical  particle  shape  is  important 
to  insure  the  stone-to-stone  skeleton 
for  SMA.  This  is  not  provided  with 
slabby  particles,  and  as  was  stated 
earlier,  high  quality  materials  are  es- 
sential to  the  success  with  SMA. 
Quality  control  will  be  essential  for 
contracting  teams  involved  in  this 


type  of  paving  operation. 

At  the  drum  plant,  eight  cold  feeds 
were  used,  while  four  hoppers  were 
used  at  the  batch  plant.  It  is  not  un- 
common for  European  contractors  to 
use  12  feeds  at  their  batch  plants. 
Because  the  mix  is  sensitive  to  grada- 
tion, the  drum  plant  had  to  pay  par- 
ticular attention  to  the  speed  and  mix- 
ing time.  Initially,  there  was  a  segre- 
gation problem,  but  that  was  elimi- 
nated by  fine-tuning  the  operation. 

The  material  handled  very  well  us- 
ing conventional  paving  equipment. 
It  was  found  that  the  temperature  of 
the  mix  at  delivery  had  to  be  above 
300°F,  and  the  steel  wheel  rollers 
needed  to  work  right  up  to  the  paver. 

The  material  compacted  well,  with 
no  shoving.  Compaction,  as  measured 
by  the  nuclear  density  gage,  was  con- 
sistently 98  percent  of  target,  achieved 
within  10  minutes. 

The  paving  speed  was  10  to  15  feet 
per  minute,  being  governed  by  the 
rollers  and  compaction.  The  contrac- 
tor used  a  tapered  longitudinal  joint 
(about  one  foot  per  inch  of  thickness) 
between  the  lanes  and  the  compac- 
tion was  excellent.  It  was  almost  im- 
possible 10  distinguish  the  joint  sur- 
faces in  a  core  taken  at  the  site. 

S  MA  appears  to  offer  the  pavement 
engineer  another  tool  to  combat  wide- 
spread rutting  problems.  The  Michi- 
gan project,  along  with  test  sections 
in  Wisconsin  and  Georgia,  should 
give  American  engineers  valuable 
insight  into  SMA's  applicability,  n 


MATERIALS 

GRADATION 

s^^ms 

Aggregate:  100%  crushed 

%  Passing 

Job  Mix 

Range 

;  (98.9%  igneous,  1.1%  sandstone) 

3/4  in. 

100.0 

100 

'  Asphalt  Cement:  AC-20 

1/2  in. 

94.1 

90-100 

CeUulose  Fiber:  0.3% 

3/8  in. 

72.9 

54-80 

No.  4 

36.1 

3045 

MIX  DATA 

No.  8 

24.6 

20-30 

Asphalt  <i>  optiinum:  6.5% 

No.  16 

19.2 

16-26 

Field  Control  Density:  151.1  pcf 

No.  30 

15.9 

13-26 

SpGr:  2.42 

No.  50 

13.8 

10-22 

%  Air  Voids:  3.0 

No.  100 

12.3 

9-19 

Stability:  1074 

No.  200 

10.4 

8-13 

FK)w:  8.7 

VMA:  18.2 
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Asphalt-mix  Technology  Puts 
Emphasis  on  Aggregate 

Trends  in  development  of  non-rutting  asphalt  pavements  provide  challenges  to 
aggregate  producers  to  meet  demands 


WT^ 


By  Bob  Drake 
Editor 


European  asphalt-paving  tech- 
nology debuted  in  the  United 
States  this  summer.  Demon- 
stration projects  in  Wisconsin,  Geor- 
gia and  Michigan  gave  contractors, 
highway  engineers  and  aggregate  pro- 
ducers a  view  of  changes  ahead — if 


tests  are  successful. 

Used  successfully  for  years  in  Eu- 
rope, Stone  Mastic  Asphalt  (SMA) — 
also  called  Spht  Mastic  Asphalt — sig- 
nificantly reduces  rutting  in  siuface 
courses  of  asphalt  pavement. 

SMA  uses  a  large  proportion  of  a 


Figure  1 — Asphalt  cores  show  the  greater  proportion  of  coarse  aggregate  and 
stone -on-stone  contact  of  SMA  (left)  as  compared  to  a  more  dense-graded, 
special  MDOT  rut-resistant  mix  called  4C  (right). 


one-size,  high-quality,  coarse,  crushed 
aggregate.  In  addition,  it  has  a  high 
content  (6  to  7  percent)  of  a  high- 
viscosity  asphalt  cement,  a  high  pro- 
portion of  aggregate  filler,  and  about 
0.3  percent  (by  volume)  cellulose  fi- 
bers as  a  stabilizing  additive  to  pro- 
vide a  thick  coating  on  the  aggregate. 
A  gap-graded  aggregate  mix  with  a 
fairly  coarse  top  size  (60  to  70  percent 
retained  on  the  #4  sieve)  provides  a 
strong,  stone-on-stone  skeleton  when 
properly  compacted  (Figures  1  and 
2).  The  coarse  aggregate  is  98  to  100 
percent  crushed,  providing  better  con- 
tacts for  transferring  loads  between 
stones. 

Advantages  at  a  Price 

According  to  the  Michigan  Depart- 
Iment  of  Transportation  (MDOT),  the 
jSMA  mix,  properly  placed  and  com- 
pacted, provides: 

-  good  wear  resistance; 

f-  improved  low-temperature  perfor- 
mance; 
I-  improved  aging  properties; 

-  improved  skid  resistance; 

-  increased  service  life;  and 

-  a  range  of  pavement  applications. 

But,  these  advantages  don't  come 


22 
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without  a  price.  SMA  costs  about  20 
to  30  percent  more  than  a  conven- 
tional dense-graded  surface  coiu°se, 
according  to  highway  officials  and 
contractors  involved  with  the  Michi- 
gan demonstration  project 

Higher  costs  can  be  attributed  to 
several  factors: 

-  use  of  high-quality  material  (cellu- 
lose fibers,  AC-20  asphalt  cement 
and  hard,  durable  crushed  aggre- 
gate) that  have  higher  production 
costs. 

-  requirements  for  higher  produc- 
tion temperatures  and  longer  mix- 
ing times  due  to  the  coarse  aggre- 
gate gradation  and  use  of  asphalt 
modifiers. 

-  slower  paving  rates  (almost  half 
the  normal  rate  in  the  Michigan 
demo). 

-  more  intensive  quality  control  at 
the  asphalt  plant  and  on  the  paving 
job. 

SMA  appears  to  be  most  cost  effec- 
tive when  used  as  a  wear  a  surface 
layer,  according  to  John  Bukowski, 
an  engineer  in  materials  research  for 
the  Federal  Highway  Administration. 
But  some  states  are  looking  at  using 
it  for  a  binder  layer.  It  is  probably  too 
expensive  to  use  in  a  base  layer, 
Bukowski  said. 

Paving  demonstrations  in  Wiscon- 
sin and  Michigan  used  SMA  as  a 
surface  course  on  interstate  and  state 
highways,  respectively.  The  Georgia 
project  involves  SMA  as  a  binder  and 
surface  layer  on  a  major  interstate. 
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Figure  2 — Particle-size  distribution  comparing  a  dense-graded  asphalt  mix 
with  the  gap-graded  SMA  mix. 


Mii-hisan's  Mix 

The  MDOT  experiment  with  SMA 
involved  paving  several  sections  of  a 
rural  state  highway  and  two  interstate 
entrance/exit  ramps  east  of  Lansing. 
The  Spartan  Asphalt  Paving  Division 
of  Thranpson  McCully  Co.  provided 
use  of  a  drum-type  asphalt  plant  as 
well  as  the  paving  crews  and  equip- 
mem.  Capitol  Excavating  &  Paving 
provided  use  of  a  batch-type  asphalt 
plant 

Use  of  several  asphalt  mixes  will 
giveacomparadveevaluationofSMA 
(Table  1). 

Asphalt  mixes  included: 
-  typical  dense  grade  (MDOT 

20AAA)  containing  a  locally  ob- 


tained crushed  gravel  as  the  coarse 
aggregate: 

-  special  rut-resistant  dense  grade 
(MDOT  4C)  also  containing  local 
crushed  gravel; 

-  "Spartan  SMA"  mix  using  local 
crushed  gravel;  and 

-  SMA  mix  using  a  hard,  durable 
crushed  gravel  from  the  Upper 
Peninsula  of  Michigan  comprised 
mostly  of  granite. 

The  locally-obtained  aggregate  was 
supplied  by  Searles  Construction. 
Schimella-Mottes  supplied  gravel 
from  the  Upper  Peninsula.  The  Na- 
tional Lime  and  Stone  Company  sup- 
plied lime  dust 


%' 


Table  I — Coarse  aggregate  composition  and  the  proportion  of  aggregates  used  in  mixes  included  in  MDOTs 
demonstration  project.  All  coarse  aggregate  is  crushed  gravel. 


PU  &  Quarry/September  1991 


23 


841 


Aggregate  Performance 

MDOT  went  to  the  extra  expense  of 
trucking  aggregate  several  hundred 
miles — an  extra  $30  per  ton — to  more 
closely  approximate  aggregate  com- 
position and  characteristics  found  in 
European  pavements.  But,  how  will 
SMA  perform  nationally  using  local 
sources  of  aggregate? 

"Research  is  necessary  in  various 
areas  so  that  you  can  evaluate  this 
mix  with  the  aggregate  that's  in  that 
area,"  said  Charles  Pryor,  vice  presi- 
dent-engineering. National  Stone 
Association,  after  observing  the 
Michigan  demonstration.  "You're 
not  going  to  be  around  the  country 
shipping  in  aggregate  from  500  miles 
away  like  they  did  for  this.  You  have 
to  use  the  aggregate  you  have." 

"Performance  of  any  type  of  mix 
depends  a  great  deal  on  the  quality  of 
aggregate,"  said  Pryor.  "When  you 
have  good,  high-quality  crushed  stone 
where  you  get  particle-to-particle  fric- 
tion, it's  going  to  perform  well." 

David  Jahn,  technical  services  man- 
ager, American  Aggregates,  also 
wants  Jo  see  further  testing  of  other 
types  of  aggregate. 

"We're  also  sand  and  gravel  pro- 
ducers," Jahn  said.  "With  some  of 
the  new  equipment  in  our  lab,  we 
would  want  to  try  it  with  100  percent 
crushed  stone  and  with  a  crushed 
sand  and  gravel  and  see  what  the 
difference  is." 

Crushed  sand  and  gravel  has  crushed 
faces  but  also  has  smooth  faces  that 
can  reduce  friction  between  particles. 

"You  can  go  from  sands  that  are 
just  like  ball  bearings  to  the  other 
extreme,  where  you  have  stone  that  is 
flat  and  elongated,"  Pryor  said.  "Nei- 
ther of  those  extremes  is  what  you 
want  in  a  mix.  It's  the  middle,  where 
you  have  good  angular  particles — ei- 
ther natural  or  crushed — where  you 
get  the  particle-to-particle  friction  and 
the  load  being  transmitted  through 
the  stone  rather  than  the  glue." 

Researchers  at  the  National  Center 
for  Asphalt  Technology  (NCAT)  con- 
cluded in  a  1990  study  on  rutting  for 
the  Pennsylvania  DOT  that  at  least  85 
percent  coarse-aggregate  particles  (re- 
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Initial  SMA  mix  design  used  in  the  Michigan  demonstration  project  contained 
four  aggregate  fractions:  5/8"  to  112",  112"  to  318",  318"  to  #8,  and  minus  8. 
After  further  tests,  the  minus  U8  fraction  was  eliminated  from  the  final  mix 
design. 


tained  on  #4  sieve)  should  have  two 
or  more  fractured  faces.  NCAT  also 
recommended  using  at  least  75  per- 
cent manufactured  sand,  100  percent 
if  possible. 

In  a  separate  study,  the  U.S.  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers  concluded  that 
"all  laboratory  test  results  indicated 
that  asphalt  concrete  mixtures  with 
all  crushed  aggregate  had  higher 
strength  properties  and  would  resist 
potential  rutting  better  than  mixtures 
containing  natural  sand  materials. 
Asphalt  concrete  mixtures  contain- 
ing more  than  20  percent  natural  sand 
appeared  to  have  tremendous  poten- 
tial to  deform  under  severe  loads." 

Domestic  pavement  research  and 
imported  technology  point  to  greater 
demands  in  the  future  for  crushed 
aggregate.  This  increased  demand 
plus  a  move  to  coarser  gradations  for 
surface  pavement  layers  could  put  a 
strain  on  aggregate  supplies  in  some 
areas.  Areas  where  sand  and  gravel 
deposits  predominate  over  stone  could 
be  particularly  vulnerable  to  short- 
ages and  significantly  higher  prices. 

If  SMA  were  to  become  widely 
used,  Jahn  said  there  could  be  short- 
ages of  #8  or  #89  stone.  The  problem 
could  be  acute  where  sand  and  gravel 
deposits  lack  sufficent  gravel  of  a  size 
large  enough  to  crush  for  the  coarse 
fractions  and  for  manufactured  sand. 

"This  continues  to  place  demands 


on  the  entire  industry  for  quality  con- 
trol, quality  products  and  proper  ap- 
plication of  those  to  various  condi- 
tions," Pryor  said. 

It  also  demands  pit  and  quarry  op- 
erators remain  aware  of  the  latest 
research. 

"We're  very  interested  in  this  kind 
of  research  and  are  participating  be- 
cause we  want  to  be  in  position  in  the 
future  to  be  able  to  supply  the  aggre- 
gates demanded  in  the  marketplace," 
Jahn  said,  "The  more  we  learn  about 
research  projects,  the  more  that  tells 
us  what's  coming  in  the  future." 

The  European  Connection 

Demonstration  projects  in  the 
United  States  using  SMA  are  the  re- 
sult of  the  European  Asphalt  Study 
Tour  (EAST)  in  September  1 990.  The 
1 4-day  tour  of  Denmark,  France,  Ger- 
many, Italy,  Sweden  and  the  United 
Kingdom  by  2 1  state  and  federal  high- 
way officials,  association  representa- 
tives and  asphalt  contractors  found 
innovative  paving  technology  that 
seemed  to  eliminate  many  problems 
plaguing  U.S.  highways.  SMA  is  one 
of  several  innovations  observed. 

Copies  of  the  EAST  report  are  avail- 
able for  $5.00  plus  $  1 .50  postage  and 
handling  for  single  copies  from 
AASHTO,  444  North  Capitol  Street, 
NW,  Suite  225,  Washington,  D.C. 
20001,  phone  202-624-5800.        U 
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Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you  Mr.  Mellott. 

Mr.  Kelleher,  glad  to  see  you.  I  guess  I  don't  have  a  question  so 
much  as  I  have  a  comment  that  the  ISTEA  authorized  level  is  a 
politically  derived  number.  It  may  or  may  not  have  anjrthing  to  do 
with  how  much  money  we  have. 

Is  the  association  aware  of  that? 

Mr.  Kelleher.  Yes,  we  are,  Mr.  Chairman.  The  reason  we  put 
that  number  in  and  continue  to  support  it  is,  if  you  look  at  the  leg- 
islative history  for  ISTEA,  certainly  the  numbers  coming  up  from 
that  were  based  on  the  best  available  needs  data  out  there.  But  I 
think  consistent  with  our  statement  on  full  funding  for  ISTEA  is 
also  our  commitment  to  work  towards  restoration  of  the  2.5  cents, 
for  example,  into  the  highway  trust  fund. 

We,  like  you,  believe  that  ultimately  the  money  you  have  to 
spend  is  going  to  be  based  on  the  revenue  stream  coming  into  the 
highway  trust  fund.  We  see  a  commitment  to  that  as  part  of  that 
effort. 

Mr.  Carr.  Well,  I  thank  you  for  that  comment.  With  all  due  re- 
spect to  the  authorization  committee,  unless  we  have  revenues  that 
enable  us  to  meet  those  objectives,  the  politicedly  derived  ISTEA 
authorization  level  is  largely  a 

Mr.  Kelleher.  A  wish  list. 

Mr.  Carr  [continuing].  A  wish  list,  right.  And  I  dare  say  the 
needs  of  the  country  are  probably  in  excess  of  that.  So  needs  are 
somewhat  immaterial.  The  authorization  level  is  somewhat  imma- 
terial, unless  we  have  a  revenue  stream  for  the  trust  funds  that  is 
sufficient  to  do  either  one  or  the  other  two. 

As  you  know,  the  (Jeneral  Accounting  Office  tells  us  that  there  is 
a  high  degree  of  expectation  that  we  won't  have  enough  money  to 
fully  fund  ISTEA  through  the  entire  authorization  cycle;  and  while 
it  is  encouraging  that  the  administration  is  going  to  put  2.5  cents 
back  in,  they  are  not  going  to  do  it  until  well  over  a  year  from  now; 
and  then,  at  that,  they  are  talking  about  taking  a  half-cent  and 
putting  it  into  transit,  and  then  admitting  that  in  1997,  1998,  1999 
time  frames,  there  might  be — the  highway  trust  fund  may  be  so 
low  that  it  might  have  to  borrow  from  the  transit  fund.  And  this  is 
all  before  we  see  what  the  effect  of  the  Btu  tax  is  going  to  be,  and 
now  we  learn  that  the  administration  is  intending  to  exempt  alter- 
native fuels,  like  ethanol  and  methanol  from  the  Btu  tax,  as  well 
as  from  the  highway  user  fee.  That  is  a  very  powerful  incentive 
which  may  further  depress  the  revenues  we  have. 

So  I  certainly  hope  that  your  testimony  has  full  funding  of 
ISTEA,  provided  the  revenues  are  there;  and  I  further  would  sug- 
gest to  you  that  probably  what  is  more  important  than  full  funding 
is  steady  funding  so  that  we  don't  get  into  feast-and-famine  kinds 
of  cycles,  which  you  already  testified  to. 

Mr.  Mellott.  Exactly. 

Mr.  Kelleher.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  that  is  one  of  the  reasons 
we  prepared  this  testimony;  and  again,  as  you  know,  next  month 
your  comments  will  appear  in  our  magazine.  And  we  believe,  with 
you,  that  reliable  and  predictable  is  very  important,  and  in  fact, 
costs  the  public  by  not  doing  it  are  at  a  quarter  of  a  billion  to  $325 
million  each  year  in  the  cost  to  our  product. 
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One  of  Mr.  Wolfs  constituents  out  in  Centreville,  Luck  Stone,  he 
can  go  and  take  a  look  at  mountains  of  stone  that  we  have  taken 
up  out  of  the  ground  and  stockpiled  simply  to  hold  onto  good  em- 
ployees, but  it  was  done  with  an  anticipation  of  other  construction 
projects.  And  we  like  the  ISTEA  number  because  we  think  it  can 
be  somewhat  justified,  but  like  you,  we  would  like  to  see  a  steady 
funding  stream. 

Mr.  Carr.  And  if  you  couldn't  have  both,  what  would  you  rather 
have,  steady  or  full  funding  in  any  one  year? 

Mr.  Mellott.  Steady. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Wolf. 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  have  nothing. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Mellott.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 


Monday,  March  29,  1993. 
TRI-COUNTY  COMMUTER  RAIL  AUTHORITY 

WITNESSES 

HON.  CLAY  SHAW,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE 
OF  FLORIDA 

ALLEN   C.    HARPER,    CHAIRMAN,    BOARD    OF    DIRECTORS,   TRI-COUNTY 
COMMUTER  RAIL  AUTHORITY,  FORT  LAUDERDALE,  FLORIDA 

GILBERT  M.  ROBERT,  EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR,  TRI-COUNTY  COMMUTER 
RAIL  AUTHORITY 

Mr.  Carr.  My  good  friend  from  Florida,  Congressman  Clay  Shaw. 
I  call  upon  him  to  introduce  a  couple  of  other  good  friends  of  mine. 

Mr.  Shaw.  Mr.  Chairman,  Mr.  Wolf,  good  afternoon.  I  am 
pleased  this  afternoon  to  come  before  you  and  thank  you  for  your 
past  support  of  Tri-Rail  in  south  Florida  and  to  introduce  Mr. 
Allen  Harper,  whom  I  believe  some  of  you  may  know.  Chairman  of 
the  Tri-County  Commuter  Rail  Authority.  Also  the  brother  of  Ed 
Harper,  who  I  know  that  both  you  and  Mr.  Wolf  are  friendly  with; 
and  Mr.  Gilbert  M.  Robert,  Executive  Director.  Tri-Rail  is  a  com- 
muter rail  system  serving  the  needs  of  all  the  people  from  Palm 
Beach  County  to  Broward  County  to  Dade  County  along  a  67-mile 
corridor. 

I  have  come  before  my  esteemed  colleagues  to  ask  for  your  sup- 
port for  this  project.  Since  the  last  appearance,  Tri-Rail's  ridership 
has  increased  by  20  percent.  It  respond  immediately  by  serving  the 
needs  of  our  citizens  who  continue  to  suffer  from  the  catastrophe  of 
Hurricane  Andrew,  as  they  were  forced  to  live  20  or  more  miles 
away  from  where  they  work  or  send  their  children  to  school.  I  men- 
tion these  two  facts  to  illustrate  that  Tri-Rail  is  the  only  transpor- 
tation which  is  regional  in  nature  in  the  State  of  Florida. 

From  a  State  perspective,  Tri-Rail  is  a  model  for  those  of  us  who 
are  concerned  about  environmental  automobile  pollution.  Within 
two  years  of  its  opening,  a  study  undertaken  by  the  University  of 
South  Florida's  Center  for  Urban  Transportation  Research  showed 
that  the  use  of  Tri-Rail  was  motivating  people  to  abandon  their 
cars  and  to  become  transit  users.  Specifically,  50  percent  of  those 
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surveyed  said  they  owned  two  or  more  cars  but  chose  Tri-Rail 
rather  than  use  their  automobile  because  of  Tri-Rail's  convenience. 

I  congratulate  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  on  your  challenging  position. 
I  would  ask  you  and  your  colleagues  on  this  committee  to  support 
this  important  project.  I  know  you  have  been  down  into  this  area 
and,  as  I  believe  Mr.  Wolf  has,  you  have  probably  seen  these  green 
trains  going  up  and  down  the  corridor. 

Mr.  Carr.  Last  night. 

Mr.  Shaw.  It  has  been  really  a  wonderful  reliever  for  us,  gives 
an  alternative  to  the  automobile. 

As  you  know,  south  Florida  has  a  pollution  level  which  is  requir- 
ing some  of  the  automobiles  to  be  inspected;  and  this  certainly  pre- 
sents us  with  one  of  the  mass  transportation  systems  that  is  really 
working  in  south  Florida. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  Mr.  Wolf,  with  your  permission,  I  will  ask 
Mr.  Allen  Harper  to  begin  his  testimony. 

Mr.  Carr.  And  before  you  do  that,  I  want  to  note  that  we  also 
have  a  statement  from  our  good  friend  and  colleague.  Congressman 
Harry  Johnston  that  we  would  like  to  include  in  the  record  as  well. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  the  Hon.  Johnston  follows:] 
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HARRY  JOHNSTON 
CONGRESS  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 
HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 
WASHINGTON.  DC  20515-0919     . 

March  25,  1993 

Chairman  Bob  Carr 

Subcommittee  on  Transportation 

Committee  on  Appropriations 

2358  Rayburn  House  Office  Building 

Washington,  D.C.  20515 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman: 

I  regret  that  I  am  not  able  to  appear  before  you  personally 
on  behalf  of  the  Tri-County  Commuter  Rail  Authority.   I  am, 
however,  pleased  to  submit  this  letter  of  support  for  Tri-Rail, 
the  nation's  first  new  commuter  rail  system  in  two  decades  and 
the  backbone  of  South  Florida's  transportation  network. 

Since  its  inception  in  1989,  Tri-Rail  has  been  a  model  for 
creative  and  cost-effective  solutions  to  urban  transportation 
problems.   The  67-mile  system  incorporates  multi-modal 
connections  to  three  international  airports,  three  county  bus 
systems,  the  Miami  Metrorail,  and  various  private  jitneys,  taxis, 
busses,  and  water  taxis.   Ridership  has  increased  each  y6ar  and 
is  now  at  over  11,000  per  day,  ranging  from  students  on  their  way 
to  school  to  tourists  arriving  from  the  airports. 

Three  particular  ridership  groups  demonstrate  the  variety  of 
ways  South  Florida  depends  upon  Tri-Rail.   First,  it  is  a 
primary  mode  of  transportation  for  South  Florida's  large  senior 
citizen  population  and  is  often  their  only  link  to  distant 
medical  care  and  other  health  services.   Needless  to  say,  Tri- 
Rail  also  enables  senior  citizens  to  broaden  their  lifestyles, 
benefitting  themselves  and  the  greater  community.   Second, 
ridership  has  increased  20  percent  since  Hurricane  Andrew  struck 
the  region,  as  many  victims  who  were  forced  to  move  as  far  north 
as  my  own  district  continue  to  travel  back  to  South  Miami  each 
day  for  work  and  school.   Lastly,  recent  research  shows  that  a 
majority  of  Tri-Rail 's  riders  own  two  or  more  cars  in  their 
families.   This  finding  demonstrates  Tri-Rail' s  ability  to  draw 
traffic  away  from  South  Florida's  congested  highways  and  suggests 
great  potential  for  future  growth. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  providing  safe 
and  efficient  transportation  for  the  citizens  of  this  country 
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Chairman  Bob  Carr 

Page  2 

March  25,  1993 


will  require  innovation  and  creative  solutions.   I  appreciate 
your  continuing  support  for  Tri-Rail  as  just  such  a  solution. 

With  warm  regards. 


HJ:df 
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Mr.  Shaw.  Mr.  Chairman,  Mr.  Johnston,  as  well  as  the  rest  of 
the  south  Florida  delegation,  has  been  very  supportive  of  this 
project  and  has  worked  hard  to  bring  this — keep  this  unique 
project  in  place. 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Harper,  good  to  see  you  again. 

Mr.  Harper.  Nice  to  see  you,  and  I  really  appreciate  you,  Mr. 
Chairman,  and  the  committee  allowing  us  to  come  and  be  before 
you  again  and  for  your  past  support. 

I  don't  think  I  need  to  go  into  a  lot  of  detail  as  to  what  Tri-Rail 
really  is.  You  all  understand  it  is  currently  a  67-mile  system. 

We  in  south  Florida  are  really  in  a  geographic  position  where  we 
have  a  large  population  caught  between  an  ocean  and  an  Ever- 
glades swamp,  both  very  sensitive  to  what  is  possible  for  transpor- 
tation means  and  modes.  In  effect,  we  are  an  intermodal  system 
that  connects  the  three  major  airports  in  Dade,  Broward  and  Palm 
Beach  Counties,  and  we  tie  directly  into  the  metrorail  and  the 
people  mover  system  in  Miami. 

Florida  is  the  fourth  fastest  growing  State  in  the  Union.  We  have 
a  growth  rate  of  a  thousand  people  a  day.  To  meet  these  kinds  of 
needs,  we  have  to  constantly  be  improving  our  transportation  sys- 
tems, and  yet  in  south  Florida,  there  is  no  additional  capacity  for 
roads. 

Basically,  Tri-Rail  is  on  a  single  line,  single-rail  system  that  the 
State  of  Florida  bought;  and  it  is  only  able  to  service  Tri-Rail  while 
at  the  same  time  servicing  Amtrak  and  the  CSX  freight  system. 
We  run  30  trains  a  day,  Monday  through  Friday.  We  do  18  trains 
on  Saturday  and  10  trains  on  Sunday. 

On  the  weekdays  in  our  a.m.  and  p.m.  peak  hours,  we  are  at 
total  capacity  because  of  the  single-rail  system,  and  we  don't  have 
any  way  to  add  additional  capacity.  What  we  are  requesting  now  is 
the  funds  for  improvements  to  add  double  tracking  and  additional 
sitings  so  that  we  can  meet  the  existing  demand. 

As  you  know  from  the  hurricane,  we  had  displaced  people  that 
had  moved  as  far  as  50  miles  from  where  they  originally  lived  and 
are  still  living  and  working  in  the  south  Florida  area,  and  Tri-Rail 
has  become  the  backbone  of  the  system  for  moving  people.  And  we 
really  would  appreciate  and  hope  that  we  can  count  on  your  con- 
tinued support,  as  you  have  always  shown  us  in  the  past. 

I  think  one  of  the  main  themes  that  we  are  seeing — certainly 
from  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  I  also  believe  from  the  new  adminis- 
tration— is  that  the  money  that  government  spends  is  a  good  in- 
vestment. I  think  in  the  case  of  Tri-Rail,  you  see  us  with  a  growth 
rate  of  20  percent  a  year  and  with  a  good  return  on  the  capital 
that  you  have  already  invested.  Just  as  important,  I  think  you  all 
like  to  see  commitment  from  us.  And  the  commitment  from  us  is 
very  unique  in  the  sense  that  we  are  a  State-created  authority  that 
actually  has  three  counties  that  used  to  never  work  together,  work- 
ing in  total  harmony;  and  we  have  put  our  money  in  place  where 
we  talk. 

The  State  committed  $264  million  to  buy  the  line.  We  put  $58 
million  into  start-up  costs,  and  we  have  a  five-year,  $9.8  million 
capital  improvements  program  that  we  are  all  funding  from  our 
own  resources.  With  that  thought  in  mind,  I  will  let  Gil  tell  you 
more  about  the  details. 
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But,  again,  thank  you  for  your  consideration. 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Robert. 

Mr.  Robert.  Let  me  clarify  that.  That  was  91  million,  not  $9  mil- 
lion. Mr.  Harper's  background  description  of  Tri-Rail's  role  in  serv- 
icing more  than  11,000  riders  in  south  Florida  each  day  really  sets 
the  stage  for  presenting  to  you  that  the  Federal  funds  which  you 
have  provided  have  been  and  are  being  utilized. 

It  was  not  until  fiscal  year  1992  that  we  came  before  the  commit- 
tee seeking  Federal  funding.  Our  request  was  for  a  multiyear  fund- 
ing grant  for  double  tracking,  track  rehabilitation,  replacement  of 
the  signalization  system  and  the  relocation  of  a  station  closer  to 
Miami  Airport. 

Although  Tri-Rail  is  a  new  commuter  rail  system,  the  rehabilita- 
tion of  the  rail  corridor  is  necessitated  by  its  age  and  former  use 
for  more  than  50  years  as  an  exclusive  freight  rail  corridor.  Our 
consultants,  in  conjunction  with  Florida  DOT,  have  prepared  a 
master  plan  outlining  the  needed  improvements  on  the  67-mile  cor- 
ridor. The  plan's  conceptual  design  identified  phases  for  the  double- 
tracking  effort  and  the  new  signalization  and  estimated  the  total 
project  cost  at  $300  million.  Again,  I  must  emphasize  this  is  a  mul- 
tiyear program. 

In  fiscal  year  1992  Tri-Rail  received  $5,475,000  in  FTA  funds. 
TCRA,  the  DOT  over-match  was  $21,450,000. 

In  fiscal  year  1993,  Tri-Rail  was  awarded  $4,675,000  with  an  over- 
match of  $25,200,000.  With  $56,800,000  already  invested  in  this 
project  today,  Tri-Rail  has  begun  making  the  improvements  as  out- 
lined. This  summer  work  will  begin  on  double  tracking  and  install- 
ing a  new  signal  system  on  an  8.1-mile  segment  between  Pompano 
and  Fort  Lauderdale.  At  the  same  time,  Tri-Rail  has  successfully 
negotiated  to  purchase  property  at  the  Miami  International  Air- 
port, and  construction  is  set  to  begin  in  the  spring  of  1994  for  track 
improvements  to  this  new  station. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  committee,  we  respectfully 
request  $17,511,000  in  Federal  funding  which  will  be  over-matched 
by  TCRA-Florida  DOT  funds  in  the  amount  of  $50,800,000  or  24 
percent  to  74  percent,  respectively,  to  continuing  our  work  on  this 
project.  The  funds  we  are  seeking  today  will  be  used  to  replace  the 
existing  signal  system  and  to  install  an  additional  track  which  will 
connect  the  existing  double  track  and  the  rail  right-of-way  in  the 
next  phase  of  the  overall  project. 

Upon  completion  of  the  total  project,  Tri-Rail  will  be  able  to  in- 
crease its  daily  train  schedule  from  the  present  30  trains  to  50 
trains  and  will  be  able  to  reduce  its  headway  times  from  one  hour 
to  one-half  hour,  thereby  providing  a  service  to  a  greater  segment 
of  the  growing  south  Florida  population. 

This  project  will  provide  an  estimated  5,000  jobs  and  will  be 
ready  for  implementation  immediately  due  to  already  completing 
the  planning  and  engineering  studies. 

I  want  to  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  testify  before  you.  We 
hope  that  the  committee  will  continue  to  support  Tri-Rail.  Thank 
you. 

[The  prepared  statements  of  Mr.  Harper  and  Mr.  Robert  follow:] 


849 


Ken  Adams 
Board  Member 

Rick  Chesser 
Board  Member 

Charles  Dusseau 
Board  Member 

Allen  C.  Harper 
Board  Member 

Ed  Kennedy 
Board  Member 

Terrance  [.  MuUin 
Board  Member 

Lori  Nance  Parrish 
Board  Member 

Carol  A.  Roberts 
Board  Member 

David  Rush 
Board  Member 


Gilbert  M.  Robert 
Executive  Director 


305  South 

Andrews  Avenue 

Suite  200 

Fort  Lauderdale 

Florida  33301 

Customer  Information 
1-800-874-7245 

Executive  Offices 
(305)  728-8512 

Fax  (305)  763-1345 


TH-County 
Commuter  Rail  Authority 


^ 


TESTIMONY  OF 

ALLEN  C.  HARPER,  CHAIRMAN 
TRI-COUNTY  COMMUTER  RAIL  AUTHORITY 

AND 

GILBERT  M.  ROBERT,  EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR 
TRI-COUNTY  COMMUTER  RAIL  AUTHORITY 

BEFORE  THE  HOUSE  TRANSPORTTION 
SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 


MARCH  29,  1993 


850 

ALLEN  C.  HARPER,  CHAIRMAN 
TRI-COUNTY  COMMUTER  RAIL  AUTHORITY 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  subcommittee,  thank  you  for  your  generous 
support  of  the  Tri-County  Commuter  Rail  Authority  and  the  opportunity  to  appear  before 
you  once  again.  My  name  is  Allen  Harper  and  I  am  Chairman  of  the  Tri-County 
Commuter  Rail  Authority.  Seated  with  me  is  Mr.  Gilbert  M.  Robert,  Executive  Director 
of  the  Authority,  who  will  also  give  brief  remarks  and  answer  any  questions  you  might 
have. 

Tri-County  Commuter  Rail  Authority,  spanning  67  miles  among  three  counties  in 
South  Florida  -  Dade,  Broward  and  Palm  Beach  --  is  the  first  commuter  rail  to  be 
established  in  the  United  States  in  twenty  years.  Originally  conceived  as  a  maintenance 
of  traffic  alternative  to  reconstruction  of  1-95  in  1989,  it  is  the  only  regional  transportation 
system  in  the  State  of  Florida.  It  connects  to  South  Florida's  three  International  Airports  - 
-  Miami,  Broward  and  Palm  Beach.  Its  intermodal  system  connects  to  the  Metrorail  and 
Metromover  in  Miami  and  county  bus  systems  in  Dade,  Broward  and  Palm  Beach;  and  in 
partnership  with  privately  owned  buses,  trolleys  and  water  taxis,  Tri-Rail  serves  as  the 
backbone  of  the  system. 

I  would  like  to  present  a  quick  overview  of  the  State  of  Florida  which  will  provide 
a  sense  of  the  context  in  which  Tri-Rail  operates.  Since  1970,  the  population  of  the  State 
of  Florida  has  doubled  adding  six  million  new  residents,  1,000  persons  per  day,  and  40 
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million  tourists  a  year.  As  the  fourth  largest  growing  state  in  the  nation,  the  need  for 
alternative  transportation  choices  becomes  critical.  Moreover,  the  State  of  Florida  has  in 
place  the  law  of  concurrency  whereby  development  cannot  occur  unless  there  is  an 
identified  source  of  transportation  options  in  place.  In  Dade  County  where  ridership  on 
Tri-Rail  is  high,  use  of  private  vehicles  account  for  over  95  percent  of  the  total  travel. 
Since  the  devastation  from  Hurricane  Andrew,  thousands  of  people  in  South  Dade  who 
lost  their  homes  and  could  not  find  affordable  housing  in  Dade  County  were  forced  to 
move  to  the  Broward  County  line  some  50  miles  away.  Tri-Rail  has  and  continues  to  serve 
the  needs  of  this  veritable  army  of  dislocated  people.  Add  to  this  portrait  a  new  capacity 
of  highways  bordered  by  the  Atlantic  Ocean  on  the  East  and  the  Everglades  on  the  West, 
the  birth  and  development  of  Tri-Rail  seemed  a  natural  sequence  by  the  State  of  Florida. 

Tri-Rail  operates  along  the  CSX  corridor  from  West  Palm  Beach  to  Miami  on  a 
single  track  with  11  passing  sidings.  Within  this  corridor,  we  operate  30  trains  daily 
monday  through  Friday,  18  trains  on  Saturday  and  10  on  Sunday.  Daily,  Tri-Rail  must 
compete  with  daily  Amtrak  trains  and  freight  operations  along  this  single  track  corridor. 
Further,  because  of  the  single  track  and  limited  sidings,  Tri-Rail  can  only  operate  hourly 
service  during  peak  periods  which  creates  overcapacity  problems  during  this  critical  period 
of  travel  time. 
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Originally  designed  for  the  exclusive  use  of  freight  operations,  the  signaling  system 
along  the  CSX  corridor  was  installed  fifty  years  ago  and  has  long  been  outdated.  As  a 
resuk  of  this  antiquated  signaling  system  and  the  varied  use  of  the  corridor  which  I  have 
just  described,  Tri-Rail  is  required  to  reduce  its  speed  and  is  unable  to  improve  its  service 
and  offer  shorter  headways. 

Notwithstanding  these  obstacles,  the  State  of  Florida  has  made  a  commitment  to 
develop  this  corridor  because  of  increasing  gridlock,  the  arrival  and  settlement  of 
impoverished  immigrants  fleeing  their  country  who  require  transportation  in  order  to  work 
and  the  increasing  number  of  transit  dependent  South  Florida  residents  who  can  no  longer 
drive  or  afford  car  insurance  which  is  higher  in  South  Florida  than  in  most  places  in  the 
United  States.  To  that  end,  the  State  made  a  major  financial  commitment  to  Tri-Rail  by 
purchasing  the  CSX  corridor  for  $264  million;  providing  $5<S  million  for  capital  start-up 
costs  and  station  development;  and  $91  million  in  a  five  year  capital  improvement  program. 

I  would  now  like  to  turn  the  presentation  over  to  Mr.  Robert  who  will  describe  the 
project  for  which  we  are  seeking  funding.    Thank  you. 
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GILBERT  M.  ROBERT,  EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR 
TRI-COUNTY  COMMUTER  RAIL  AUTHORITY 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Harper,  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee.  Mr. 
Harper's  background  description  of  Tri-Rail's  role  in  servicing  more  than  11,000  riders  in 
South  Florida  each  day  sets  the  stage  for  presenting  to  you  how  the  federal  funds  which 
you  provided  have  been  utilized. 

It  was  not  until  FY  '92  that  we  came  before  the  committee  seeking  federal  funding. 
Our  request  was  for  a  multi-year  funding  grant  for  double  tracking,  track  rehabilitation, 
replacement  of  the  signalization  system,  and  the  relocation  of  a  station  closer  to  the  Miami 
International  Airport 

Although  Tri-Rail  is  a  new  commuter  rail  system,  the  rehabilitation  of  the  rail 
corridor  is  necessitated  by  its  age  and  former  use  for  more  than  50  years  as  an  exclusive 
freight  railroad.  Our  consultants,  in  conjunction  with  the  Florida  Department  of 
Transportation,  have  prepared  a  Southeast  Florida  Rail  Corridor  Double  Tracking  Master 
Plan,  which  outlines  the  needed  improvements  on  the  67-mile  corridor.  The  plan's 
conceptual  design  identified  phases  for  the  double  tracking  effort  and  the  new  signalization 
and  estimated  the  total  project  cost  at  $300,000,000. 
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In  fiscal  year  1992,  Tri-Rail  received  $5,475,000  in  FTA  funds.  TCRA/FDOT 
overmatched  this  with  $21,450,000.  In  FY  '93,  Tri-Rail  was  awarded  $4,675,000  for  which 
we  overmatched  $25,200,000. 

With  $56,800,000  already  invested  in  this  project  to  date,  Tri-Rail  has  begun  making 
the  improvements  as  outlined.  This  Summer,  work  will  begin  on  double  tracking  and 
installing  a  new  signal  system  on  an  8.1  mile  segment  between  Pompano  Beach  and  Fort 
Lauderdale.  At  the  same  time,  Tri-Rail  has  successfully  negotiated  to  purchase  property 
at  the  Miami  International  Airport  and  construction  is  set  to  begin  in  Spring  1994  for  the 
track  improvements  to  this  new  station  site. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  we  respectfully  request  $17,511,000 
in  federal  funding  which  will  be  overmatched  by  TCRA/FDOT  funds  in  the  amount  of 
$50,800,000  or  24%  to  74%  respectfully,  to  continue  our  work  on  this  project. 

The  funds  we  are  seeking  today  will  be  used  to  replace  the  existing  signal  system 
and  to  install  an  additional  track  which  will  double  track  the  rail  right-of-way  in  the  next 
phase  of  the  overall  project. 
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Upon  completion  of  this  project,  Tri-Rail  will  be  able  to  increase  its  daily  train 
schedule  from  30  trains  to  50  trains  and  will  be  able  to  reduce  its  headway  times  from  one 
hour  to  the  half  hour,  thereby  providing  a  service  to  a  greater  segment  of  the  growing 
South  Florida  population.  This  project  will  provide  an  estimated  5,000  jobs  in  South  Florida 
and  will  be  ready  for  implementation  immediately  due  to  the  already  completed  planning 
and  engineering  studies. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  testify  before  you.  We  hope  that  the  committee 
will  continue  to  support  Tri-Rail,  the  only  regional  transportation  system  in  the  State  of 
Florida.    Thank  you. 
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Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you  very  much.  You  have  done  a  good  job  down 
there. 

Mr.  Shaw.  Mr.  Chairman,  excuse  me.  I  failed  to  introduce  Gloria 
Jacaruso,  who  is  the  director  of  marketing  for  the  Tri-Rail. 

Mr.  Carr.  Nice  to  see  you. 

Where  is  the  airport  station,  the  new  airport  station? 

Mr.  Harper.  The  new  airport  station,  if  you  are  familiar — it  is 
immediately  at  the  entrance  to  the  airport.  If  you  are  familiar  with 
the  Sheraton  River  House  Hotel  and  the  Hertz  Car  Rental  agency 
across  the  street,  our  right-of-way  bisects  the  Hertz  Rental  Car 
property. 

We  have  negotiated  a  contract  with  Hertz,  and  I  believe  our  first 
phase,  or  the  first  portion  of  that  development  will  be  about  four- 
and-a-half  acres  with  the  new  station  there. 

Mr.  Carr.  Was  it  ever  discussed  to  actually  get  the  rail  onto  the 
airport? 

Mr.  Harper.  Actually  the  State  does  own  some  of  the  rail  that 
goes  directly  onto  the  airport.  There  is,  in  the  planning  process,  a 
complete  intermodal  system,  that  the  airport  is  taking  the  lead  on, 
that  would  include  a  metro  mover  station,  would  include  Amtrak, 
would  include  Tri-Rail  and  so  forth. 

Actually,  our  station  is  about  in  the  exact  location  where  this 
proposed  intermodal  system  would  be,  and  we  are  more  or  less  the 
forerunner  of  the  intermodal  right  at  the  airport. 

Mr.  Carr.  And  none  of  the  money  you  are  asking  for  today 
would  be  for  that  station? 

Mr.  Harper.  No,  sir. 

Mr.  Robert.  No.  We  received  a  grant  in  fiscal  year  1992  for  that, 
and  we  have  the  engineering  under  way,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  see  great  possibilities  for  rail,  commuter  rail  at  air- 
ports as  an  interface. 

Mr.  Shaw.  Particularly  that  airport,  if  you  are  familiar  with  it. 
It  is  a  mess. 

Mr.  Carr.  And  I  would  hope  you  don't  miss  an  opportunity.  We 
have  had — in  the  past  some  general  discussion  about  this.  But  as 
we  move  closer  toward  actually  putting  some  plans  on  paper,  I 
think  the  committee  would  like  to  work  more  closely  with  you  to 
ensure  that  there  is  the  tightest  possible  interconnect. 

All  too  often  they  put  the  train  station  in  a  remote  area,  and  it 
discourages  getting  from  one  mode — you  actually  have  to  go 
through,  if  you  count  escalators,  probably  four  or  five  modes  to  get 
to  your  plane,  and  it  really  discourages  use. 

Mr.  Harper.  We  are  fortunate  in  this  case  that  our  right-of-way, 
in  all  of  the  sites  that  were  chosen  by  the  consultants  for  the  inter- 
modal location,  have  track  access  to  them  all.  They  are  right  there. 

Mr.  Carr.  All  of  your  crossings  are  at  grade? 

Mr.  Robert.  That  is  correct,  the  vast  preponderance  of  them  are. 

Mr.  Carr.  Any  concerns  if,  for  no  other  reason  than  because  of 
the  accident  that  occurred  between  Amtrak  and,  I  think  it  was,  a 
tanker-truck  of  some  kind? 

Mr.  Robert.  Yes,  very  strong  concerns;  and  that  was  on  our 
right-of-way,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  we  have  a  very  thorough  analysis 
under  way  right  now.  Tri-Rail  does,  DOT  likewise,  is  in  the  process 
of  doing  an  analysis.  The  dollars  asked  for  in  this  plan  would  in- 
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elude  grade  crossing  improvements;  they  do  not  include  grade  sepa- 
ration, Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Carr.  Well,  safety  is  a  concern  to  us  all,  obviously.  We  need 
to 

Mr.  Harper.  The  preliminary  results — unfortunately,  it  doesn't 
look  like  it  was  signalization  or  a  problem  with  the  track  system.  It 
looks  like  it  was  driver  error  from  the  very  preliminary. 

Mr.  Carr.  What  road  was  that? 

Mr.  Robert.  C)T)ress  Creek  Boulevard. 

Mr.  Shaw.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  went  up  and  personally  looked  at  it, 
and  in  my  opinion — not  being  an  expert  in  transportation,  but 
having  worked  both  in  the  courts  as  well  as  being  a  legislator  and 
a  mayor,  they  set  up  the  crossing  with  a  three-lane  eastbound  high- 
way going  into  a  detour  which  funneled  the  traffic  into  one  lane. 
Unfortunately,  they  put  the  detour  and  the  funneling  of  the  traffic 
on  the  west  side  of  the  track  with  only  about  50  yards  to  accom- 
plish the  merging  of  the  traffic;  and  it  appears — and  I  can't  say 
with  any  great  authority,  but  it  would  appear  to  me  that  that  was 
the  problem  with  other  cars  getting  in  front  of  this  truck,  and  the 
trucker  using  bad  judgment  in  figuring  that  he  could  make  it 
through  the  detour  without  backing  up  seems  to  be  the  big  prob- 
lem. 

But  we  are  looking  at  high  speed  rail  up  and  down  Florida,  and 
we  are  going  to  have  to  plan  very  definitely  on  fly-overs  sometime 
in  the  future  if  we  are  going  to  have  trains  going  at  any  great 
speeds  through  these  populated  areas. 

Mr.  Carr.  Let's  work  it  one  mode  at  a  time  here. 

Mr.  Shaw.  High  speed  rail  has  nothing  to  do  with  Tri-Rail. 

Mr.  Carr.  Today,  right.  Now,  is  your  alignment  along 

Mr.  Robert.  Interstate  95. 

Mr.  Carr.  But  I  mean,  are  you  on — at  or  near  Amtrak? 

Mr.  Harper.  They  use  our  line.  Same  line. 

Mr.  Carr.  They  use  the  same. 

Mr.  Harper.  CSX  freight,  Amtrak  and  Tri-Rail  all  use  the  same 
line.  That  is  one  of  the  reasons  we  should  be  running  at  least  half 
our  headways  and  even  more  often.  We  can't  do  it  because  we  only 
have  a  single  track. 

Mr.  Carr.  Okay,  Mr.  Wolf. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Clay,  welcome  to  the  committee.  I  have  been  in  that 
traffic.  It  is  very,  very  heavy.  I  just  wondered,  with  all  those 
trains — ^you  are  going  to  have  50  trains,  you  said,  and  then  the 
Amtrak  train,  and  then  a  freight  train — will  this  just  keep  people 
from  going  west  to  east,  or  east  to  west?  Will  there  be  periods  of 
the  day  that  you  just  can't  get  from  one  side  of  the  track  to  the 
other  track  side? 

Mr.  Robert.  We  haven't  experienced  problems  like  that.  The 
Amtrak  frequency  down  there  now  with  the — actually,  by  the  end 
of  this  week  it  will  go  to  six  with  the  institution  of  the  Sunset  Lim- 
ited, actually  four  trains  daily,  and  the  Sunset  Limited  will  run 
every  other  day. 

The  CSX  trains  predominantly  run  in  the  evening  hours.  We  try 
to  segregate  the  traffic  with  CSX,  but  relative  to  highway  conges- 
tion  


858 

Mr.  Wolf.  Have  you  looked  at  that?  I  mean,  going  back  and 
forth,  particularly  from  3:30  to  6:30  and  7:30,  just  getting  to  the 
train  station  will  not  be  a  problem? 

Mr.  Robert.  We  really  haven't  experienced  any  problems  in  re- 
gards to  that,  when  you  consider  the  cycle  time  for  a  train  to  get 
over  the  crossing  is  approximately  40  seconds. 

Mr.  Harper.  I  had  an  experience  recently  when  I  personally 
went  out  and  timed  stoplights  and  rail  crossings  for  another  matter 
we  were  undertaking.  A  typical  signal  is  a  75  second  cycle.  Our 
trains  will  do  between  40  and  45  seconds. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Total  time  when  the  gate  is  down? 

Mr.  Harper.  Between  when  the  gate  is  down  and  up,  45  seconds. 
Compared  to  a  red  light,  when  you  sit  there  on  a  road,  which  is 
about  75. 

Mr.  Wolf.  So  you  equate  this  with  a  red  light? 

Mr.  Harper.  Less  than  a  red  light.  In  our  area,  about  1.2  passen- 
gers per  car,  if  you  look — if  you  relate  that  to  what  we  get  on  a 
train  in  an  intersection,  whereas  a  tjrpical  75-second  cycle  will  put 
about  160  cars.  Counting  all  four  directions,  we  can  run  almost 
double  of  that  number,  the  equivalent  of  that  number  running  a 
train. 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  don't  know  that  area  that  well,  but  I  guess  you  are 
going  to  have  to  have  at  some  point  as  you  get  up  to  50,  some  kind 
of  fly  over,  I  would  think,  eventually. 

Mr.  Robert.  We  have  all  the  direct  interchanges,  east-west  thor- 
oughfares, that  connect  with  1-95,  included  in  the  transportation 
improvement  plans,  the  unfunded  sections  for  Palm  Beach  and 
Broward  County.  It  is  recognized  as  an  important  issue  down  there. 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  think  you  are  going  to  have  to.  If  you  have  50  trains 
a  day  which  are  not  spread  throughout  the  day,  they  are  probably 
concentrated  in  the  morning  and  the  evening. 

The  other  question,  we  have  had  a  problem  with  access  to  Metro 
at  the  airport.  How  close  are  the  stops  to  the  terminal  enplane- 
ment  area? 

Mr.  Robert.  At  all  three  airport  stations,  and  we  serve  all  three, 
we  have  dedicated  buses  that  solely  serve  as  Tri-rail  passenger.  At 
West  Palm  Beach,  it  is  approximately  two  miles  from  the  airport, 
presently.  At  Fort  Lauderdale,  likewise.  When  we  relocate  the 
Miami  International  Airport,  it  will  be  approximately  one-half  of  a 
mile. 

We  picked  that  location  because  the  airport  is  planning  to  devel- 
op into  that  area,  and  that  would  be  the  major  transportation  hub 
for  the  airport. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Thank  you  very  much.  I  have  no  further  questions. 

Mr.  Carr.  Has  there  been  any  discussions  about  hooking  with 
Palm  Beach  Airport  on  the  other  end? 

Mr.  Harper.  We  have  a  station  we  are  looking  at  currently  right 
next  to  the  Palm  Beach  Airport.  The  county  has  some  plans.  We 
are  kind  of  waiting  to  see  what  they  can  do  in  Palm  Beach  County 
versus  what  we  can  do. 

Mr.  Carr.  In  that  whole  South  Florida  area,  it  would  seem  to 
make  some  fairly  interesting  connections  to  have  Palm  Beach  Air- 
port essentially  connected  to  Miami  Airport  via  tri-rail,  with  every- 
thing in  between,  enabling  certain  kinds  of  air  passengers  to  start 
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out  at  one  airport,  and  maybe  leave,  you  know,  from  another,  or  a 
variety  of  interesting,  flexible  options.  If  you  were  a  visitor  to  Flor- 
ida and  you  knew  for  whatever  reason  you  had  to  leave  out  of 
Miami  International,  for  example,  but  your  business  and  your  trip 
time  or  whatever,  you  needed  to  go  to  Palm  Beach,  it  might  make 
some  sense  to  fly  into  Palm  Beach  and  do  your  business  and  maybe 
if  you  are  going  to  be  there  a  while,  rent  your  vehicle  at  the  air- 
port so  you  save  drop  charges  and  all  kinds  of  other  things.  It 
would  be  an  interesting  flexible  thing. 

Now,  the  airport  station  is  also  an  intermodal  place  where  they 
are  talking  about  this  airport  to  seaport  kind  of  thing,  is  that 
right? 

Mr.  Harper.  Yes,  sir,  it  is.  We  have  had  some  early  discussions 
with  Amtrak,  who  is  eager  to  move  in  with  us. 

[Response  to  the  Hon.  Wolfs,  questions  follow:] 
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QUESTIONS  FOR  PUBLIC  WITNESSES 
HOUSE  TRANSPORTATION  APPROPRIATIONS  SUBCOMMITTEE 


What  organization  would  be  the  recipient  of  the 
federal  fund   requested? 

The  Tri-County  Commuter  Rail  Authority,  an  agency 
of  the  State  of  Florida  which  operates  the  67-mile 
Tri-Rail  system  between  West  Palm  Beach  and  Miami. 


How  much  money   are  you   requesting   from  this 
subcommittee  for  FT  1994? 


$17,511,000. 


What  will  these  funds  be  used  for? 

The  funds  will  be  used  for  Phase  3  of  a  multi-year 
project  to  double  track  the  state-owned  rail 
corridor  and  install  a  new  signal  system  along  the 
67-mile  route  that  Tri-Rail  operates  and  shares  with 
Amtrak  and  CSX  freight  service. 


Are  you  requesting  any  funds  for  non-construction 
purposes?  If  yes,  what  would  these  funds  be  used 
for? 

All  funds  will  be  used  in  the  design  and 
construction  of  this  double  tracking  and 
signalization  project. 
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5.  What  Impact  does  this  project  have  on  our  national 
transportation  network,  or  any  other  federal 
purpose,  which  would  justify  the  request  for  funds 
from  this  subcooBBlttee? 

The  double  tracking  and  signalization  project  will 
allow  Tri-Rail  to  operate  more  efficiently  and  will 
permit  the  conunuter  rail  line  to  increase  its 
operations  from  30  to  50  trains  daily  and  reduce 
headways  from  one  hour  to  one-half  hour.  The  project 
will  improve  rail  safety  by  upgrading  the  existing 
50-year-old  signal  system  which  has  recently  become 
even  more  unreliable  due  to  damage  resulting  from 
Hurricane  Andrew  and  the  Amtrak/tanker  accident.  In 
addition,  consideration  is  being  taken  to  ensure  the 
compatibility  of  these  new  capital  projects  with  the 
needs  of  high  speed  rail  as  this  state-owned 
corridor  is  part  of  the  Tampa/Orlando/Miami 
designated  high  speed  rail  corridors.  As  the 
engineering  and  design  work  has  been  completed  as 
part  of  the  earlier  phase  of  this  project,  this 
project  will  provide  an  estimated  5,000  jobs  in 
South  Florida  and  will  be  ready  for  implementation 
immediately. 


6.  For  FT  1993,  what  is  the  total  amount  of  federal 
funds  that  this  organisation  received,  and  what 
activities  were  funded  by  these  amounts? 

In  FY  1993,  Tri-Rail  received  $4,675,000.  in  FTA 
funds.  These  funds  were  oveirmatched  with 
$25,200,000.  of  state  funding  for  Phase  1  of  this 
seime  double  tracking  and  signalization  project. 
Phase  1  of  the  project,  between  Pompano  Beach  and 
Fort  Lauderdale,  is  scheduled  for  construction  this 
summer . 


7.  Has  the  project  received  federal  funds  in  prior 
years?  In  what  fiscal  years  were  those  funds 
received  and  in  what  amounts? 

The  double  tracking  and  signalization  project 
received  $5,475,000.  in  FTA  funds  in  FY  1992. 
TCRA/FDOT  overmatched  this  with  $21,450,000.  The 
funds  are  being  used  for  Phase  2  of  the  double 
tracking  and  signalization  project.  This  project 
will  improve  the  rail  corridor  so  that  TCRA/FDOT  can 
extend  service  closer  to  the  Mieuni  International 
Airport.  This  project  is  currently  under  design. 
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8.    Will  you  be  seeking  additional  funds  from  this 
subcommittee  for  this  project  in  the  future? 

Yes,  Tri-Rail  will  be  seeking  additional  funds  for 
the  double  tracking  and  signalization  project  in 
future  years  as  outlined: 

1995  —  $40,488,739. 

1996  --  $40,488,739, 

1997  --  $21,600,000. 

1998  —  $21,600, 


9.  What  is  the  total  expected  cost  of  the  project?  What 
percentage  of  the  total  cost  of  this  project  would 
be  funded  by  the  federal  government? 

The  total  cost  for  the  corridor  acquisition,  double 
tracking  and  signalization  project  is  $497,333,478. 
Tri-Rail  is  requesting  $152,663,478.  in  federal 
funding  for  the  entire  project.  This  funding 
arrangement  will  result  in  69  percent  of  the  total 
project  funds  to  be  in  overmatch  by  TCRA/FDOT  for 
a  federal  match  of  31  percent. 


10.   How  much  state,  local,  or  private  funds  will  be  used 
for  this  project? 

As  of  FY  1993,  TCRA/FDOT  has  committed  over 
$475,000,000.  to  the  total  Tri-Rail  project  and  have 
obligated  $28,221,752  in  FTA  funds. 


11.  Are  you  seeking  funds  this  year  from  any  other 
federal  source,  or  any  other  appropriations 
subcommittee  for  this  project,  or  for  any  other 
project? 

At  this  time,  Tri-Rail  has  not  applied  for  any  other 
FTA  Section  3  Discretionary  funding  for  this  project 
or  any  other  project. 


12.  If  the  project  for  which  you  are  seeking  federal 
funds  from  this  subcommittee  is  a  highway  project, 
where  does  it  rank  on  the  state's  priority  list? 

Not  Applicable. 
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13.   If  the  project  is  a  transit  project,  does  the 
general  public  in  your  area  support  the  project? 

Tri-Rail  service  has  been  well  received  by  the 
public  in  South  Florida.  Ridership  has  increased  185 
percent  since  the  start  of  service  in  1989  and 
continues  to  increase  monthly.  Tri-Rail  has  seen  a 
ridership  increase  of  20  percent  since  Hurricane 
Andrew  due  to  the  relocation  of  displaced  families 
and  businesses. 


14.  Has  there  been  any  public  financing  mechanisms 
Initiated  at  the  state  and/or  local  level  to  help 
fund  this  project  (highway  or  transit),  such  as  a 
dedicated  gas  tax  Increase  or  a  bond  referendum?  If 
so,  please  provide  the  specifics,  and.  In  the  case 
of  any  proposed  bonding  authority,  please  Indicate 
the  results  of  placing  this  project  before  the 
public . 

The  Florida  State  Legislature  just  this  month  passed 
legislation  providing  for  funding  of  up  to  50 
percent  of  Tri-Rail 's  operating  costs  in  perpetuity. 
This  is  a  significant  act  as  Tri-Rail  was  begun  in 
1989  as  a  maintenance  of  traffic  alternative  to 
highway  construction  and  was  anticipated  to  have  a 
life  span  of  five  years. 
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Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you.  It  is  always  nice  to  see  you. 

I  would  like  to  make  a  brief  announcement.  We  have  one  more 
witness  on  the  morning  list,  and  here  we  are  at  1:00,  when  the 
afternoon  list  is  to  begin. 

After  we  have  our  next  witness,  I  am  going  to,  unless  there  is 
objection,  recess  the  hearing  for  at  least  a  20-minute  period  of  time. 
So  those  that  are  on  the  afternoon  list  might  want  to  adjust  them- 
selves accordingly  and  not  needlesly  wait  for  the  next  15  or  20  min- 
utes. 


Monday,  March  29,  1993. 
RAILWAY  PROGRESS  INSTITUTE  (RPI) 

WITNESS 

DOUGLAS  C.  TRITES,  PRESIDENT,  UNIT  RAIL  ANCHOR  COMPANY,  AND 
CHAIRMAN,  RPI  COMMITTEE  ON  MAINTENANCE-OF-WAY 

Mr.  Carr.  Our  last  witness  of  the  morning  list — and  I  appreciate 
his  patience — Douglas  Trites. 

I  have  read  your  statement.  I  know  you  have  waited  patiently  to 
testify.  If  you  could  summarize,  I  know  you  have  a  commitment  to 
the  Transportation  Test  Center,  and  to  research  and  development 
funding.  That  is  clear  from  your  statement.  If  you  could  summarize 
your  remarks,  I  would  appreciate  it. 

Mr.  Trites.  I  will  be  brief. 

Good  afternoon,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  members  of  the  subcommit- 
tee. My  name  is  Doug  Trites  and  I  am  President  of  the  Unit  Rail 
Anchor  Company.  I  am  here  as  Chairman  of  the  Railway  Progress 
Institute  Committee.  We  are  suppliers  to  freight  railroads,  Amtrak, 
and  the  nation's  commuter  and  rail  transit  systems. 

I  testified  before  the  subcommittee  last  year  and  I  welcome  this 
opportunity  to  appear  before  you  today  to  discuss  the  rail  transpor- 
tation needs  of  our  country. 

First,  I  express  to  you  the  appreciation  of  our  association's  mem- 
bers and  staff  for  the  courteous  attention  we  have  always  received 
at  this  subcommittee's  hearings.  We  deeply  appreciate  the  biparti- 
san support  you  have  given  to  virtually  every  funding  initiative  we 
have  proposed.  Year  after  year  you  have  supported  rail  passenger 
transportation,  and  we  look  forward  to  continuing  a  good  working 
relationship. 

Your  continued  recognition  of  the  importance  of  freight  R&D 
and  the  Transportation  Test  Center  is  gratifying  to  RPI  as  well. 
Our  member  companies  are  very  much  in  favor  of  a  balanced  inter- 
modal  transportation  system  throughout  our  country. 

The  railway  supply  industry  is  fully  endorsing  the  resurgence  of 
passenger  and  commuter  rail.  This  renewal  affects  a  huge  industry 
that  provides  signal  systems,  right-of-way  improvements,  compo- 
nent parts  as  well  as  passenger  cars  and  locomotives. 

We  endorse  investment  in  steel  wheel  on  steel  rail  technology  for 
high-speed  rail  transportation.  To  your  approach,  Mr.  Chairman,  of 
high-speed  rail  and  your  view  not  to  focus  on  risky  technological 
show  pieces,  we  are  pleased  to  note  the  Transportation  Research 
Board  has  scheduled  a  conference  for  this  summer  to  define  re- 
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search  and  development  issues  facing  the  railroad  industry.  We  are 
hopeful  these  discussions  will  allow  government  and  industry  to 
better  focus  their  future  R&D  efforts. 

When  I  testified  here  a  year  ago,  we  asked  for  additional  funding 
for  the  Transportation  Test  Center  in  Pueblo,  Colorado.  We  are 
grateful  the  committee  agreed  with  us  and  added  $1.5  million  to 
the  research  and  development  budget  specifically  for  the  test 
center. 

With  the  passage  of  the  Intermodal  Surface  Transportation  Effi- 
ciency Act  and  the  Clinton  administration's  emphasis  on  develop- 
ing new  technology,  the  Transportation  Test  Center  promises  to 
become  an  even  more  important  facility. 

I  might  add  research  programs  currently  under  way  which  are  a 
collaboration  between  the  test  center  and  the  rail  supply  industry 
will  require  increased  R&D  funding  in  future  years. 

Incidentally,  the  rail  supply  industry  expects  to  support  the  test 
center  by  paying  approximately  $2.5  million  for  use  of  the  center. 
Now  let  me  get  on  with  other  issues  of  concern. 

We  again  urge  you,  Mr.  Chairman  and  Members,  to  fund  the 
FRA  research  and  development  portion  of  TTC  at  $5.2  million.  This 
reflects  only  an  inflationary  increase  from  last  year's  level  and  will 
also  allow  for  continued  site  renovation  and  restoration. 

We  also  ask  that  you  continue  funding  of  the  operation  life  saver 
activities  through  both  the  FHWA  and  FRA  budgets  and  to  give 
consideration  to  exploring  a  government  partnership  to  develop 
ATCS,  or  Advanced  Train  Control  Systems. 

Passenger  rail  continues  to  grow  and  be  needed  in  this  country. 
We  urge  Congress  to  once  again  maintain  a  core  level  of  dependa- 
ble and  predictable  support  for  the  Federal  Transit  Administration 
so  that  long-range  planning  and  development  are  possible.  We  sup- 
port equitable  funding  of  all  transit  programs  at  the  level  author- 
ized by  ISTEA. 

Amtrak  remains  an  integral  part  of  this  rail  passenger  transpor- 
tation system,  and  we  support  full  funding  of  the  monies  they  are 
requesting.  We  also  endorse  Congressman  Swift's  penny-a-gallon 
gas  tax  for  Amtrak. 

Lastly,  Buy  America  is  an  on  going  concern  to  this  industry.  We 
have  spoken  of  it  many  times  before  congressional  committees.  On 
behalf  of  the  railway  supply  industry,  we  propose  that  Amtrak  be 
subject  to  the  same  Buy  America  regulations  as  imposed  on  the 
Federal  Transit  Administration. 

With  that,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  conclude  my  remarks.  I  thank  you 
again  for  allowing  me  to  address  you  today. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Trites  follows:] 
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Good  morning  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  Subcommittee.  I 
am  Douglas  C.  Trites,  President  of  Unit  Rail  Anchor  Company. 

I  am  here  as  Chairman  of  the  Railway  Progress  Institute 
Committee  on  Maintenance-of-Way.  The  Railway  Progress  Institute  is 
the  international  trade  association  of  suppliers  to  the  freight 
railroads,  Amtrak,  and  the  nation's  commuter  and  rail  transit 
systems . 

I  testified  before  this  Subconunittee  last  year,  and  again,  I 
welcome  this  opportunity  to  appear  before  you  today  to  discuss  the 
rail  transportation  needs  of  our  country. 

First  I  express  to  you  the  appreciation  of  our  association's 
members  and  staff  for  the  courteous  attention  we  have  always 
received  at  this  subcommittee's  hearings.  We  deeply  appreciate  the 
bipartisan  support  you  have  given  to  virtually  every  funding 
initiative  that  we  have  proposed.  Year  after  year,  you  have 
supported  rail  passenger  transportation  and  we  look  forward  to 
continuing  a  good  working  relationship.  Your  continued  recognition 
of  the  importance  of  freight  R&D  and  the  Transportation  Test  Center 
is  gratifying  to  RPI  as  well. 

As  we  have  testified  in  the  past,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  very 
much  in  favor  of  a  balanced,  intermodal  transportation  system 
throughout  the  country.  The  railway  supply  industry  is  fully 
endorsing  the  resurgence  of  passenger  and  commuter  rail.  We  look 
forward  to  building  on  the  great  strides  that  are  being  made  in 
this  mode  of  transportation.  This  renewal  affects  a  huge  domestic 
railway  supply  industry  that  provides  signal  systems,  right-of-way 
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improvements,  component  parts  as  well  as  passenger  cars  and  locomo- 
tives. 

We  endorse  investment  in  steel  wheel  on  steel  rail  technology 
for  high-speed  rail  transportation,  and  yovir  approach,  Mr. 
Chairman,  to  high-speed  rail  and  your  view  not  to  focus  on  risky 
technological  showpieces. 

We  are  pleased  to  note  that  the  Transportation  Research  Board 
has  scheduled  a  conference  for  this  summer  to  define  research  and 
development  issues  facing  the  railroad  industry.  The  discussions 
held  at  this  conference  will  allow  government  and  industry  to 
better  focus  their  future  R&D  expenditures. 

TRAHSPORTATION  TEST  CEOITER 

When  I  testified  here  a  year  ago,  we  asked  for  additional 
funding  for  the  Transportation  Test  Center  in  Pueblo,  Colorado.  We 
are  grateful  that  the  Committee  agreed  with  us  and  added  $1.5 
million  to  the  Federal  Railroad  Administration's  Research  and 
Development  budget,  specifically  for  projects  at  the  Test  Center. 

Frankly  though,  the  need  for  continued  federal  support  of  the 
Test  Center  Continues. 

Through  the  years,  the  railway  supply  industry  has  used  the 
Test  Center  to  test  a  variety  of  new  products  that  since  have 
successfully  been  put  into  use  by  our  nation's  railroads  and 
transit  systems. 

For  example,  with  RPI's  Committee  on  Tank  Cars  monitoring,  FRA 
has  used  TTC's  Rail  Dyneunics  laboratory  to  test  fatigue  life  and 
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safety  design  detail  of  railroad  tank  cars.  This  will  ultimately 
allow  us  to  build  an  even  safer  tank  car  fleet. 

Similarly,  tests  performed  on  TTC's  FAST  Loop  —  Facility  for 
Accelerated  Service  Testing  —  have  allowed  RPI  member  companies  to 
evaluate  all  types  of  rail,  rail  fasteners,  switches,  and  turnouts, 
crossties,  ballast,  and  subgrade  materials.  FAST  also  gives  the 
supply  industry  an  opportunity  to  test  new  wheels,  freight  cars, 
and  locomotives  before  they  are  placed  into  revenue  service. 
Amtrak  used  the  FAST  Loop  to  extensively  test  two  AC  locomotives  to 
ensure  the  technology  would  work  prior  to  installing  them  in 
revenue  service. 

In  short  from  the  subgrade  and  ballast  through  the  rolling 
stock  and  signal  systems,  the  railway  supply  industry  has  utilized 
TTC  to  the  benefit  of  the  railroad  and  rail  transit  industries  and 
the  American  economy. 

With  passage  of  the  Intermodal  Surface  Transportation 
Efficiency  Act  and  with  the  Clinton  Administration's  emphasis  on 
developing  new  technologies,  the  Transportation  Test  Center 
promises  to  become  an  even  more  important  facility. 

RPI  suggests  that  the  Committee  consider  the  following: 

•  Funding  the  FRA  Research  and  Development  portion  of  TTC  at 
$5.2  million  which  reflects  only  an  inflationary  increase 
from  last  year's  level.  This  will  allow  for  continued  site 
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renovation  and  restoration,  building  on  the  work  of  last 
year. 

•  With  the  amount  of  federal  R&D  money  invested  in  IVHS 
(Intelligent  Vehicle  Highway  Systems)  and  considering  the 
Clinton  Administration's  interest  in  developing  new  technol- 
ogies, an  industry-government  partnership  to  develop  an  ATCS 
test  bed  should  be  explored.  ATCS  —  advanced  train  control 
systems  —  is  a  technology  that  promises  to  bring  increased 
safety  and  productivity  benefits  to  the  U.S.  railroads. 
RPI's  Committee  on  Advanced  Train  Control  Systems,  comprised 
of  the  companies  who  have  developed  ATCS  technology,  would 
gladly  meet  with  Committee  staff  to  discuss  this  proposal. 

•  Continue  funding  Operation  Lifesaver  activities  through  both 
FHWA  (where  ISTEA  provides  $300,000  per  year  for  Operation 
Lifesaver)  and  FRA  (which  has  provided  money  through  its  R&D 
budget  for  specific  Operation  Lifesaver  activities  since 
1987)  . 

When  I  was  here  last  year,  the  future  of  the  Transportation 
Test  Center  was  very  much  in  doubt.  Thanks  to  your  actions  last 
year,  the  future  of  the  Transportation  Test  Center  is  brighter. 
Incidentally,  the  supply  industry  expects  to  support  the  Test 
Center  by  paying  approximately  $2.5  million  for  use  of  the  Center. 
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With  your  help  again  this  year,  we  can  continue  to  improve  on 
the  national  treasure  that  is  the  Transportation  Test  Center. 

The  Transportation  Test  Center  continues  to  pay  dividends  to 
each  of  us  —  in  a  safer  rail  and  rail  transit  infrastructure  and 
healthier  and  more  productive  domestic  railroad  and  railway  supply 
industries. 

FUNDING  FOR  MASS  TRANSIT 
We  urge  Congress  to  once  again  maintain  a  core  level  of 
dependable  and  predictable  support  for  the  Federal  Transit 
Administration  so  that  long  range  planning  and  development  will  be 
possible.  We  support  full  funding  of  the  transit  program  authorized 
in  the  Intermodal  Surface  Transportation  Efficiency  Act,  otherwise 
known  as  ISTEA.  The  transit  industry  needs  full  funding  of  capital 
and  operating  programs  to  carry  out  nationwide  investments  that 
will  stimulate  job  creation,  sustain  prosperity,  enhance  mobility, 
improve  productivity  and  meet  national  environmental,  energy  and 
accessibility  goals.  We  support  equitable  funding  of  all  transit 
programs  so  our  nation  can  receive  the  full  benefits  of  the 
carefully  designed  ISTEA  transit  program. 

ANTRAK 

With  the  renewal  of  interest  in  passenger  rail  and  with  Amtrak 
as  an  integral  component  part  of  the  transportation  infrastructure, 
we  urge  Congress  to  fund  Amtrak  at  the  level  they  requested  so  they 
can  operate  competitively.  Amtrak  is  requesting  $381  million  for 
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operating  costs,  $9.5  million  for  new  services,  $250  million  for 
capital  programs,  and  $250  million  for  the  Northeast  Corridor 
Improvement  Program.  We  also  endorse  Congressman  Swift's  penny  a 
gallon  gas  tax  for  Amtredc. 

BUY  AMERICA 

Buy  America  is  an  ongoing  concern  to  this  industry.  We  have 
spoken  of  it  many  times  before  Congressional  committees.  We  are 
encouraged  about  the  prospects  for  enforcement  of  Buy  America  in 
future  transit  equipment  process.  On  behalf  of  the  railway  supply 
industry  we  would  like  to  propose  that  Amtrak  be  subject  to  the 
same  Buy  America  regulations  that  is  imposed  on  the  Federal  Transit 
Administration.  Buy  America  has  played  an  instrximental  role  in  our 
industry  alleviating  the  problems  that  occurred  in  the  seventies 
and  eighties  when  many  U.S.  companies  went  out  of  the  transit  car 
producing  business  with  capital  improvements  faltering  and  R&D 
lapsing.  Buy  America  has  encouraged  foreign  companies  to  invest  in 
the  U.S.  rather  than  simply  export  to  the  U.S.  Buy  America  is  one 
of  the  great  successes  of  Congress  in  fostering  our  national 
economy.  We  are  not  only  maintaining  American  jobs,  but  our 
technology  as  well.  Our  companies  must  be  assured  of  their 
government's  attention  and  support  for  Buy  America  for  their 
continued  success. 

This  concludes  our  remarks,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  we  thank  you  for 
this  hearing.  We  will,  of  course,  be  pleased  to  answer  your 
questions. 

#  #  # 
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Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you.  We  appreciate  your  summarizing  and  your 
support  of  this  committee's  work.  I  look  forward  to  working  with 
you  in  the  future. 

We  will  take  about  a  20-minute  recess. 


Monday,  March  29,  1993. 
TRAINING  OF  AIR  CARRIER  MAINTENANCE  TECHNICIANS 

WITNESS 

HON.  GLENN  ENGLISH,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 
STATE  OF  OKLAHOMA 

Mr.  Carr.  We  will  resume  our  hearing. 

I  notice  my  good  friend  Glen  English  in  the  room.  Why  don't  you 
join  us  and  give  us  the  benefit  of  your  wisdom. 

Mr.  Engush.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  appreciate 
the  opportunity.  Thank  you  for  having  me. 

I  might  also  say  if  I  could,  I  have  a  more  extensive  written  state- 
ment we  have  submitted  to  the — 

Mr.  Carr.  We  will  put  it  in  the  record. 

Mr.  Engush.  I  appreciate  that.  Thank  you.  I  will  try  and  sum- 
marize. 

I  certainly  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  be  with  you  and  discuss 
a  matter  which  has  significance  and  importance  to  the  training  of 
the  air  carrier  maintenance  technicians. 

As  I  mentioned,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  will  try  to  be  brief  in  the  inter- 
ests of  time.  Our  colleague  Jim  Oberstar  was  going  to  join  my 
today  but  his  schedule  didn't  allow  him  to  get  out  of  Minnesota  in 
time.  He  is  going  to  make  mention  of  this  when  he  appears  before 
you  later  this  week. 

Last  year  the  Airport  and  Airway  Safety,  Capacity,  and  Inter- 
modal  Transportation  Act  of  1992  provided  the  Committee  on 
Public  Works  and  Transportation  with  a  unique  program.  The  ad- 
ministrator is  authorized  to  make  up  to  a  total  of  four  separate 
grants  to  vo-tech  schools  for  the  purpose  of  acquiring  facilities  to 
train  certified  A&P  technicians  for  advanced  air  carrier  mainte- 
nance. 

Today  there  is  a  very  large  hurdle  that  graduates  of  any  FAR 
147  school  must  overcome  once  they  are  hired.  Specifically,  the  typ- 
ical FAR  147  graduate  is  trained  primarily  to  work  on  private  and 
corporate  aircraft,  yet  many  graduates  aspire  to  work  on  the  com- 
mercial airlines  or  one  of  the  large  aircraft  maintenance  repair  sta- 
tions. They  have  little,  if  any  training  to  enable  them  to  begin 
working  immediately  on  the  heavy  transport  aircraft. 

Hence,  if  they  are  lucky  enough  to  be  hired  by  one  of  the  airlines 
or  repair  stations,  they  have  got  to  complete  a  two  to  three-year  on- 
the-job  training  before  they  are  qualified  to  work  independently  on 
any  phase  of  the  repair  project. 

And  with  today's  aging  air  fleet,  as  well  as  a  new  generation  of 
aircraft  being  delivered  to  U.S.  air  carriers,  there  is  no  reason  why 
the  heavy  maintenance  technician  cannot  learn  the  skills  required 
of  them  in  a  classroom  as  opposed  to  on-the-job  training  type  of  an 
approach. 
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Public  education  through  the  state  vo-tech  schools  is  already  a 
primary  source  of  training  for  the  FAR  147  technicians,  and  many 
have  the  ability  to  expand  their  curriculum  to  include  the  ad- 
vanced training  for  heavy  aircraft  maintenance  repair.  And  I  think 
it  is  important  that  now  we  provide  them  with  the  opportunity  to 
stay  ahead  of  the  maintenance  training  curve  by  acting  on  the  au- 
thorization given  the  FAA  last  year. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  come  to  the  subcommittee,  and  I  will  be  joined 
later  this  week  by  Mr.  Oberstar,  asking  your  support  in  providing 
the  appropriation  necessary  to  move  the  project  forward.  With  a 
maximum  of  $20  million  authorized  for  grants  to  be  made  by  the 
FAA  administrator  out  of  the  trust  funds,  up  to  four  vo-tech 
schools  can  soon  begin  to  turn  out  technicians  better  prepared  to 
meet  the  growing  challenges  of  the  heavy  transport  air  carrier  in- 
dustry. And  with  the  subcommittee's  support,  this  request  certainly 
would  be  appreciated. 

I  would  be  happy  to  answer  any  questions,  Mr.  Chairman. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  the  Hon.  English  follows:] 
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Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  Sxibcommittee,  I  certainly 
appreciate  the  opportunity  to  be  with  you  today  to  discuss  a 
matter  which  has  significant  importance  to  the  training  of  air 
carrier  maintenance  technicians.   Our  colleague,  Jim  Oberstar, 
was  going  to  be  here  with  me  today,  however  his  schedule  did  not 
allow  him  to  leave  Minnesota  in  time.   Just  the  same,  he  will 
mention  this  matter  to  you  when  he  appears  before  this 
Subcommittee  later  this  week. 

Last  year  at  this  time,  the  Committee  on  Public  Works  and 
Transportation  authorized  a  unique  program  within  the  Airport  and 
Airway  Safety,  Capacity,  and  Intermodal  Transportation  Act  of 
1992  (P.L.  102-581) .   Specifically,  Section  116  of  the  Act 
provides  the  Administrator  of  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration 
with  the  authority  to  make  grants  from  the  Airport  and  Airway 
Trust  Fund  for  the  advanced  training  of  maintenance  technicians 
for  air  carrier  aircraft.   The  Administrator  is  authorized  to 
make  up  to  a  total  of  four  separate  grants  to  vocational 
technical  institutions  for  the  purpose  of  acquiring  or 
constructing  facilities  to  train  certified  Airframe  and 
Powerplant  (A&P)  technicians  for  advanced  air  carrier 
maintencuice .   Why  was  this  done? 

During  the  past  few  years,  the  Congress  has  devoted 
significant  attention  to  the  aviation  maintenance  repair  industry 
and  the  growing  burdens  associated  with  our  nation's  aging  air 
fleet.   The  increasing  age  of  the  majority  of  commercial  aircraft 
in  operation  today  deserves  the  sincere  and  aggressive  oversight 
the  Congress  has  provided  to  date.   We  know  one  thing  for  sure  - 
the  aviation  maintenance  repair  industry  is  crying  out  for 
skilled  technicians  to  keep  their  fleets  operating  within  the 
strict  compliance  standards  established  by  the  FAA.   One -third  of 
the  carriers  that  responded  to  the  GAO  report  on  aircraft 
maintenance  issued  May,  1991  said  that  not  being  able  to  hire 
skilled  employees  would  "greatly  limit  their  plans  to  increase 
capacity  to  maintain  and  modify  the  airframes  of  their  aircraft 
through  1995."   In  addition,  the  report  notes  that  air  carriers 
and  repair  stations  are  planning  to  increase  the  number  of 
airframe  mechanics  they  employ  by  over  30  percent  by  this  year 
and  will  continue  these  increases  in  the  years  ahead. 

Today,  there  is  a  large  hurdle  that  graduates  of  any 
standard  FAR  147  school,  and  their  new  employers,  must  overcome 
once  they  are  hired.   Specifically,  a  typical  FAR  147  graduate  is 
trained  primarily  to  work  on  private  and  corporate  aircraft. 
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However,  many  graduates  aspire  to  work  for  a  commercial  airline 
or  one  of  the  large  aircraft  maintenance  repair  stations.   They 
have  little,  if  any,  training  to  enable  them  to  begin  working 
immediately  on  a  heavy  transport  aircraft.   Hence,  if  they  are 
lucky  enough  to  be  hired  by  an   airline  or  repair  station,  they 
must  complete  between  2-3  years  of  on-the-job  training  before 
they  are  qualified  to  work  independently  on  any  phase  of  a  repair 
project.   With  today's  aging  air  fleet,  as  well  as  the  new 
generation  of  aircraft  being  delivered  to  U.S.  air  carriers, 
there  is  no  reason  why  heavy  maintenance  technicians  cannot  learn 
the  skills  required  of  them  in  the  classroom  rather  than  on  the 
job.   It  would  be  great  if  we  had  a  public  education  institution 
training  program  that  would  provide  qualified  heavy  aircraft 
maintenance  technicians  to  the  airlines  and  repair  stations.   It 
would  also  be  great  if  we  graduated  students  from  FAR  147  schools 
that  could  essentially  hit  the  ground  running  and  require  less 
than  half  the  aimount  of  time  necessary  for  on-the-job  training. 
We  can  do  this. 

Given  the  economic  crisis  facing  our  nation's  airline 
industry,  the  federal  government  has  a  role  to  play.   This  is 
already  evidenced  by  the  establishment  of  the  National  Commission 
to  Ensure  a  Strong  Competitive  Airline  Industry  and  recent 
congressional  action  to  expand  the  Commission. 

Public  education,  through  state  vocational -technical 
schools,  is  already  a  primary  source  of  training  for  FAR  147 
technicians.  Many  have  the  ability  to  expand  their  curriculum  to 
include  advanced  training  of  their  students  for  heavy  aircraft 
maintenance  repair.   And,  yes,  there  is  such  a  school  in  my 
district  that  could  be  the  leader  in  setting  the  example  of  how 
well  FAR  147  technicians  can  be  trained  and  passed  along  to  our 
nation's  airlines  and  repair  stations  under  the  best 
circumstances  possible. 

Section  116  of  P.L.  102-581  is  more  important  than  we  might 
think  by  simply  glancing  at  its  language.   By  allowing  funds  to 
be  used  to  acquire  or  construct  facilities  to  train  technicians 
for  advanced  air  carrier  maintenance,  we  are  staying  ahead  of  the 
curve  and  actually  filling  a  void  which  was  outlined  in  the  GAO 
report  I  spoke  of  earlier.   Mr.  Chairman,  I  come  to  the 
Subcommittee,  joined  later  this  week  by  Mr.  Oberstar,  asking  for 
your  support  in  providing  the  appropriation  necessary  to  move 
this  matter  forward.   With  a  maximum  of  $20  million  authorized 
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for  grants  to  be  made  by  the  FAA  Administrator,  up  to  four 
vocational -technical  schools  can  begin  to  turn  out  advanced 
technicians  who  are  better  prepared  to  meet  the  growing 
challenges  of  the  heavy  transport  air  carrier  industry. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  Subcommittee's  support  of  this  request 
will  be  appreciated.   I  will  be  happy  to  answer  any  questions  you 
may  have  at  this  time. 
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Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you,  Mr.  English.  We  are  dehghted  to  have  you 
here  and  receive  your  testimony. 

I  don't  have  any  questions.  Thank  you  for  being  here. 

Mr.  Engush.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman.  As  always,  it 
is  a  pleasure  to  be  here,  and  certainly  you  are  very  kind  today. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  am  kind  every  day. 

Mr.  English.  Nothing  better  than  a  kind  Chairman.  I  appreciate 
that.  Thank  you  again. 


Monday,  March  29,  1993. 
TRANSPORTATION  NEEDS  IN  NORTHWEST  INDIANA 

WITNESS 

HON.  PETER  J.  VISCLOSKY,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 
STATE  OF  INDIANA 

Mr.  Carr.  The  next  witness  will  be  a  Member  of  our  full  commit- 
tee, Peter  Visclosky. 

Thank  you  for  stopping  by. 

Mr.  Visclosky.  Thank  you  very  much  for  having  me  by. 

Mr.  Carr.  Your  testimony  in  full  will  be  made  a  part  of  the 
record. 

Mr.  Visclosky.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  appreciate  that  and  I  would  just 
want  to  address  three  issues  in  the  testimony,  if  I  could. 

I  do  want  to  thank  you,  Mr.  Wolf  and  the  other  Members  of  the 
subcommittee,  for  the  opportunity.  I  would  like  to  bring  to  the  sub- 
committee's attention  a  matter  that  is  still  on  the  minds  of  many 
northwest  Indiana  residents. 

On  January  18th,  a  fatal  accident  claiming  seven  lives  and  injur- 
ing over  70  passengers  occurred  at  the  south  shore  commuter  line 
at  the  Gantlet  Bridge  in  Gary,  Indiana.  This  is  the  second  accident 
to  occur  in  an  area  where  two  tracks  merge  together  into  one  road- 
bed. I  am  requesting  $4  million  for  a  reconfiguration  of  the  bridge. 

Two  other  issues  pertinent  to  the  city  of  Gary.  The  two  counties  I 
represent  the  greater  proportion  of  in  northwest  Indiana  have  lost 
jobs  since  1987.  Gary  has  been  particularly  hard  hit.  I  am  request- 
ing money  for  a  new  roadway  to  open  up  the  lake  shore  of  Lake 
Michigan  for  the  waterfront  community  of  Gary. 

Finally,  as  in  past  years,  the  request  that  the  regional  airport  be 
designated  a  high  priority  status.  During  the  last  several  years  the 
city  has  made  great  strides.  In  terms  of  the  development  of  the  air- 
port they  are  now  a  foreign  trade  zone.  They  have  a  legislative  pro- 
posal going  through  for  tax  incentives  for  an  8,000-acre  area  near 
the  airport  in  terms  of  its  economic  development,  and  would  cer- 
tainly like  to  support  the  city  in  their  efforts. 

With  that,  I  conclude  my  remarks,  and  avail  myself  of  any  ques- 
tions or  comments  you  might  have. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  the  Hon.  Visclosky  follows:] 
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MR.  CHAIRMAN,  I  want  to  thank  you,  Mr.  Wolf,  and  all  of  the  subcommittee  members 
for  allowing  me  to  testify  today  regarding  funding  for  several  transportation  projects 
important  to  Northwest  Indiana. 


First,  I  wish  to  bring  to  the  subcommittee's  attention  a  matter  that  is  on  the  minds  of 
many  in  Northwest  Indiana.    On  January  18,  1993,  a  fatal  accident  claiming  7  lives  and 
injuring  over  70  passengers,  occurred  on  the  South  Shore  commuter  line  at  the  Gantlet 
Bridge  in  Gary,  Indiana.   This  is  the  second  accident  to  occur  in  an  area  where  two  tracks 
merge  together  into  one  roadbed.    I  am  requesting  $4  million  for  a  reconfiguration  of  the 
bridge  so  that  we  will  not  have  another  deadly  accident. 


Several  projects  I  mention  today  are  necessary  because  of  the  migration  of  many 
people  from  cities  in  northern  Lake  and  Porter  Counties  and  Chicago  to  the  southern 
suburbs  of  my  district.    Because  these  areas  were  traditionally  agricultural,  we  have 
deficient  north-south  throughways  to  handle  the  traffic  which  now  travels  that  route  daily. 
The  following  projects  would  help  to  facilitate  north-south  traffic  in  Northwest  Indiana: 

WILLOWCREEK  ROAD,  Portage,  Indiana.   I  am  requesting  $3  million  to  hel^  complete 
phase  two  of  this  ongoing  project  which  will  widen  Willowcreek  Road  from  two 
lanes  to  four.   The  wad  connects  two  major  east-west  routes  and  is  piesratly 
operating  in  excess  of  c^»city. 

CALUMET  AVENUE,  Dyer,  Indiana.    $750,000  is  being  requested  to  assist  the  town  of 
Dyer  with  right-of-way  acquisition  as  part  of  a  project  to  extend  Calumet  Avenue. 
As  with  Willowcreek  Road,  Calumet  Avenue  connects  two  major  east-west  routes.   It 
also  passes  through  several  suburbs.    When  complete,  Calumet  Avenue  will  relieve 
congestion  on  U.S.  30  and  Indian^x>lis  Boulevard. 

INDIANAPOLIS  BOULEVARD  AND  MAIN  STREET  INTERSECTION,  Griffith, 
Schererville  and  Highland,  Indiana.   This  project,  for  which  I  am  requesting 
$800,000,  will  assist  three  conmnmities  in  their  efforts  to  relieve  backups  at  one  of 
the  busiest  intersections  in  Lake  County.   Indiaiuqx)lis  Boulevard,  or  U.S.  41,  is  the 
only  major  north-south  road  is  western  Lake  County  and  traffic  backups  at  the 
intersection  are  unbearable  during  rush  hours. 
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There  are  three  miscellaneous  requests  I  wish  to  bring  to  the  subconunittee: 

EVANS  AVENUE  AND  CALUMET  AVENUE  INTERSECTION,  Valpanuso,  Indiana.   I 
am  requesting  $800,000  to  assist  the  City  of  Valparaiso  in  completing  a 
reconfiguration  of  the  Bvans/Calumet  intersection.    Plans  for  ths  intersection  involve 
curbing,  a  major  storm  drainage  trunk  line,  lighting,  and  overall  widening  of  the 
intersection.   The  appropriation  would  go  the  second  phase  of  the  project 

COLUMBUS  DRIVE,  East  Chicago,  Indiana.   This  request,  for  $750,000,  would  go  toward 
East  Chicago's  efforts  to  resurface  Columbus  Dnve.    Columbus  Drive  is  looited  in  a 
heavily  industrialized  area  and  is  key  in  providing  tranqwrtation  to  aitd  from  two 
steel  mills  and  an  international  harbor.    Federal  assistance  will  help  to  speed  up  this 
project  and  get  these  industries  moving  more  efficiently. 

93RD  AVENUE  STUDY,  Lake  County,  Indiana.   I  am  requesting  $750,000  to  allow  local 
planners  to  study  whether  93rd  Avenue  could  be  expanded  into  a  direct  east-west 
roadway.    Ultimately,  as  has  been  suggested  by  many  leaders  in  the  region,  93rd 
Avenue  could  be  expanded  to  take  pressure  off  of  U.S.  30.   U.S.  30  is  currently  the 
only  east-west  route  in  the  southern  portion  of  my  district  —  the  highest  growth  area 
in  Lake  County. 


Finally,  I  want  to  bring  to  your  attention  two  projects  that  will  benefit  Gary,  Indiana. 
Gary,  which  suffers  an  unemployment  rate  of  17  percent,  has  been  making  a  conc^ted 
effort  to  diversify  its  economy  from  sole  depeadaacc  on  the  steel  industry.   The  sted 
industry  in  Northwest  Indiana  has  gone  through  a  difficult  decade  of  restructuring  that  has 
cost  the  region  38,000  jobs  -  many  of  which  were  in  Gary. 

GARY  MARINA  ROAD,  Gary,  Indiana.   Recently,  the  city  of  Gary,  with  the  cooperation 
of  the  National  Paric  Service  and  USX  Corporation,  has  embarked  upon  a  luge 
redevelopment  project  for  its  lake  shore.   The  project  consists  of  over  300  acres  of 
Lake  Michigan  lakeftvnt  which  will  be  develq)  into  a  large  marina.   I  am  requesting 
$2.8  million  to  assist  in  the  construction  of  a  new  roadway  possibly  along  an 
abandoned  railroad  right-of-way  which  will  serve  as  an  access  road  to  the  new  Gary 
marina. 

GARY  REGIONAL  AIRPORT,  Gary  Indiana.   I  am  requesting  a  'priority  status' 

designation  for  the  Gary  Regional  Airport.   A  d^ignation  of  priority  status  will  give 
the  Gary  airport  an  extra  leg-up  on  Federal  grants  to  help  keq)  its  airport  meeting 
safety  standsirds. 

I  appreciate  the  assistance  the  subconmiittee  has  provided  in  the  past,  and  am  gratefiil 
for  your  consideration  again  this  year. 
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Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you  very  much.  We  appreciate  your  being  here 
and  telling  us  of  your  community's  needs.  We  will  certainly  look 
forward  to  working  with  you  to  see  what  we  can  accomplish. 

I  just  might  indicate  to  you,  the  committee  may  not  for  the  first 
time  in  many  years  have  a  so-called  priority  list  of  airports.  We 
may  in  fact  change  how  we  treat  that  whole  subject  matter  area. 

I  look  forward  to  working  with  you. 

Mr.  VisCLOSKY.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Carr.  You  bet. 


Monday,  March  29,  1993. 

PHASE  III  OF  LAKETRAN  COMPRESSED  NATURAL  GAS 

PROJECT 

WITNESS 

HON.  ERIC  FINGERHUT,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 
STATE  OF  OHIO 

Mr.  Carr.  I  notice  in  the  room  my  friend  and  colleague  Eric  Fin- 
gerhut  from  the  State  of  Ohio. 

Very  nice  to  have  you  here. 

Mr.  FiNGERHUT.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  a  plegisure  to  be  here.  It  is 
particularly  a  pleasure  that  my  first  appearance  in  fact  before  a 
committee  of  this  Congress  is  before  you.  Since  the  people  behind 
me  in  this  room  don't  know,  you  got  me  started  here  in  Washing- 
ton many  years  ago. 

I  come 

Mr.  Carr.  You  were  one  of  the  best  interns  I  ever  had. 

Mr.  FiNGERHUT.  Thank  you.  You  were  the  best  Congressman  I  in- 
terned for. 

Mr.  Carr.  Out  of  dozens. 

Mr.  FiNGERHUT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  ask 

Mr.  Carr.  Tell  us  about  the  request  you  have. 

Mr.  FiNGERHUT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  I  perhaps  ought  to  quit 
while  I  am  ahead  and  submit  testimony  for  the  record.  I  would  ask 
that  the  full  testimony  be  submitted  for  the  record. 

Mr.  Carr.  Without  objection. 

Mr.  FiNGERHUT.  Very  briefly,  this  is  a  request  for  funding  for  the 
third  phase  of  a  demonstration  project,  Phase  I  £md  2  of  which 
were  funded  by  this  committee  and  this  Congress  in  fiscal  year 
1991.  It  is  truly  a  demonstration  project  in  that  it  is  unique  of  its 
kind  in  the  country,  a  mass  transit  bus  facility  that  is  being  de- 
signed specifically  for  compressed  natural  gas,  which,  as  you  well 
know,  is  a  method  of  operating  mass  transit  vehicles,  which  signifi- 
cantly reduces  the  air  pollution  content. 

Lake  county,  Ohio,  which  is  the  site  of  this  facility,  is  of  course  a 
non-attainment  area,  as  is  so  much  of  the  industrial  Midwest.  And 
they  have  struck  out  on  this  project  together  with  the  Ohio  Depart- 
ment of  Transportation  and  the  LAKETRAN  system,  which  is  the 
mass  transit  system  in  Lake  County,  and  the  generous  assistance  of 
the  Federal  Transit  Administration. 

The  first  two  phases  were  funded  in  fiscal  year  1991.  The  funding 
covered  the  design  phase,  Phase  1,  and  the  construction  phase  of  a 
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prototjrpe  facility  for  the  fueling,  storage  and  maintenance  of  CNG 
buses. 

Mr.  Chairman,  Phase  I  and  Phase  II  are  nearly  complete,  and 
the  maintenance  and  storage  facility  became  operational  October 
24th,  1992. 

The  project  was  completed  on  time  and  under  budget.  It  is  the 
first  transit  facility  in  the  country,  as  I  have  noted,  designed  and 
built  for  CNG  technology.  The  fueling  station  is  under  construction 
and  will  be  completed  this  fall. 

LAKETRAN  is  now  ready  to  implement  Phase  III,  the  purchase 
and  operation  of  CNG  fuel  buses.  Without  Phaise  III  there  will  be 
no  buses  to  fuel  and  store  at  the  prototype  facility. 

Most  importantly,  without  Phase  III  the  full  potential  of  the 
prior  Federal  investment  which  this  committee  was  so  instrumen- 
tal in  obtaining  would  not  be  realized. 

Mr.  Chairman,  my  request  to  the  subcommittee  today  is  to  fully 
fund  Phase  III  of  the  LAKETRAN  Compressed  Natural  Gas 
Project.  That  would  require  an  appropriation  of  $4.5  million  in 
fiscal  year  1994,  the  purchase  of  14  buses  that  run  on  compressed 
natural  gas. 

Again,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  testify, 
and  I  appreciate  your  courtesy. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  the  Hon.  Fingerhut  follows:] 
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MARCH  29,  1993 

Testimony  of  Representative  Eric  D.  Fingerhut  before  the  House 
Appropriations  Sxibcommittee  on  Tremsportation 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  wish  to  thank  you  and  members  of  the 
Subcommittee  for  the  opportunity  to  testify  today  regarding  a 
project  of  special  significance  to  the  19th  Congressional 
District  of  Ohio. 

New  federal  mandates  in  the  Clecin  Air  Act  Amendments  of  1990 
euid  the  Energy  Policy  Act  of  1992  encourage  urban  transit 
systems  to  incorporate  alternative  fuel  vehicles  into  their 
fleets.   Lake  Coiinty,  Ohio  has  been  designated  a  non-attainment 
area  by  EPA  under  the  Clean  Air  Act  of  1990  and  requires  measures 
to  bring  it  into  compliance.  Transportation  systems  dedicated  to 
compressed  natural  gas  (CNG)  are  iit^jressive  in  their  ability  to 
meet  the  future  emission  standards.  A  90%  reduction  in  carbon 
monoxide,  total  elimination  of  toxic  pollutants  and  a  30%  to  70% 
decline  in  nitrogen  oxides  all  demonstrate  why  compressed  natural 
gas  technology  will  be  critical  to  urban  areas  seeking  to  comply 
with  the  new  clean  air  standards. 

In  1991,  the  Ohio  Department  of  Transportation  euid  LAKETRAN, 
the  treuisit  authority  of  Lake  County,  submitted  a  CNG 
demonstration  greuit  application  to  the  Federal  Transit 
Administration.   The  gremt  sought  funding  for  buses  and  a 
prototype  bus  storage,  maintenance  cind  fueling  facility  for  CNG 
buses . 

(more) 
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Page  2 

The  first  two  stages  were  funded  by  the  FTA  in  Fiscal  Year 
1991.   This  funding  covered  the  design  (Phase  1)  and  construction 
(Phase  2)  of  a  prototype  facility  for  the  fueling,  storage  and 
maintenance  of  CNG  buses.  This  was  to  be  the  first  building 
designed  cuid  built  specifically  for  CNG  technology. 

Mr.  Chairman,  Phase  1  and  Phase  2  are  nearly  complete  and 
the  maintenance  and  storage  facility  beceune  operational  October 
24,  1992.   I  wish  to  en^hasize  that  this  project  was  con^leted  on 
time  cind  under  budget.  This  is  the  first  transit  facility  in  the 
country  designed  amd  built  for  CNG  technology. 

The  fueling  station  is  under  construction  and  will  be 
con5)leted  this  fall.  .  LAKETRAN  is  now  ready  to  implement  Phase  3 
of  the  original  project. . .the  purchase  and  operation  of  CNG- 
fueled  buses.  Without  Phase  3,  there  will  be  no  buses  to  fuel 
and  store  at  this  prototype  facility.  Most  importantly,  without 
Phase  3  the  full  potential  of  the  prior  federal  investment  in 
this  facility  thats  on  the  leading  edge  of  clean  air  technology 
will  not  be  realized. 

Mr.  Chairman,  my  request  to  the  Subcommittee  today  is  to 
fully  fvind  Phase  3  of  the  LAKETRAN  Compressed  Natural  Gas 
Project.   This  will  require  an  appropriation  of  $4.5  million  in 
Fiscal  Year  1994  for  the  purchase  of  14  buses  that  run  on 
con^ressed  natural  gas.   Mr,  Chairman,  that  concludes  my 
testimony,  I  am  available  to  answer  any  questions  that  you  or 
other  members  of  the  Subcommittee  may  have  regarding  this 
important  project.   Thank  you. 
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Mr.  Carr.  I  appreciate  your  being  here. 

Where  would  these  buses  principally  operate? 

Mr.  FiNGERHUT.  In  the  LAKETRAN  jurisdiction,  which  is  Lake 
County,  Ohio.  That  is  the  county  immediately  to  the  east  of  Cuya- 
hoga County,  with  which  you  are  familiar,  and  it  is  a  rapidly  ex- 
panding transit  area. 

The  LAKETRAN  ridership  has  doubled  since  1988.  In  fact,  it  is 
also  unique  in  that  a  substantial  percentage  of  LAKETRAN  rider- 
ship  is  providing  services  to  the  handicapped  also,  which  is  a  very 
cost  effective 

Mr.  Carr.  How  many  buses  do  they  operate  now,  do  you  have 
any  idea? 

Mr.  FiNGERHUT.  I  am  sorry,  I  don't  know  that  number  off  the  top 
of  my  head,  but  I  can  find  it  for  you. 

Mr.  Carr.  You  might  give  us  the  number,  have  them  submit  the 
number  and  what  their  average  vintage,  what  the  average  age  of 
their  current  bus  fleet  is. 

Mr.  FiNGERHUT.  I  would  be  happy  to  do  that. 

It  is  a  rapidly  expanding  population  base  £is  well.  This  is  one  of 
the  classic  ex-urban  communities. 

Mr.  Carr.  Is  LAKETRAN  seeking  this  money  out  of  a  Section  3 
bus  earmark? 

Mr.  FiNGERHUT.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Carr.  Were  they  able  to  use  any  supplemental  money, 
money  in  the  supplemental  that  we  were  about  to  pass  on  that? 

Mr.  FiNGERHUT.  I  am  not  sure  if  they  are  able  to.  I  know  that 
the  first  phases  did  come  from  Section  3  funds  through  ISTEA,  but 
being  relatively  new  at  this,  I  would  have  to  check  on  that  as  well. 

Mr.  Carr.  You  might  ask  them  to  send  us  a  letter. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thanks. 

Mr.  FiNGERHUT.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  It  is  a  pleasure. 


Monday,  March  29,  1993. 
AMERICAN  TRAUMA  SOCIETY 

WITNESS 
HARRY  TETER,  JR.,  EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR,  AMERICAN  TRAUMA  SOCIETY 

Mr.  Carr.  Our  next  witness  will  be  Harry  Teter  for  the  Ameri- 
can Trauma  Society. 

Nice  to  see  you  again. 

Mr.  Teter.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  a  pleasure  to  be  here  and  to  testi- 
fy before  you  again.  I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  make  a  few 
comments.  I  did  have  a  statement. 

Mr.  Carr.  It  will  be  included  in  its  entirety  in  the  record. 

Mr.  Teter.  Thank  you,  sir.  I  will  be  very  brief  and  hope  to  get 
you  back  on  your  schedule. 

Sir,  I  am  here  to  talk  a  little  bit  about  the  National  Highway 
(Traffic  Safety  Administration  and  to  request  the  funding,  full  fund- 
ing for  this  organization,  DOT,  this  administration,  I  should  say, 
and  my  specific  interest  there  is,  of  course,  highway  safety  and 
emergency  medical  services  and  the  programs  that  are  done  there 
at  NHTSA. 
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My  organizations  that  I  work  with  really  see  the  end  result — es- 
pecially in  trauma — we  see  the  end  result  of  safety  that  didn't 
happen,  or  prevention  that  didn't  occur.  We  know  full  well  from 
what  we  see  every  day  how  vital  it  is  that  we  have  systems  of  care 
out  there  to  save  the  injured  who  are  injured  on  our  highways. 

It  is  critical  that  we  have  trained  EMTs,  that  we  have  rapid  re- 
sponse, we  have  good  communications,  all  in  the  pre-hospital  phase 
so  that  when  these  crashes  occur,  we  can  get  help  and  get  proper 
help. 

Several  years  ago  there  was  a  study  done  that  showed  that  if  we 
just  have  good  basic  EMT  programs  and  EMTs  there  in  an  area, 
that  we  reduce  hospital  stays  and  costs  by  about  25  percent  of  the 
bill.  This  day  and  age  we  are  looking  to  reduce  health  care  costs.  It 
is  critical  that  we  have  these  systems. 

These  systems  have  saved  a  countless  number  of  lives  over  the 
years.  They  depend,  as  I  say,  on  the  trained  people,  and  the  De- 
partment of  Transportation  and  specifically  NHTSA,  does  the  na- 
tional curriculum  that  everyone  uses  to  do  these  training  pro- 
grams. 

In  addition,  the  402  dollars  also  provide  the  States  with  critical 
dollars  in  order  to  do  the  training  that  has  to  be  done.  And  of 
course  they  are  not  the  sole  dollars  the  States  use  but  they  are 
very  critical  dollars.  The  States  also  contribute  to  these  programs. 

In  my  testimony,  I  also  suggested  a  couple  of  areas  of  national 
attention  I  think  we  must  look  at  for  research  and  for  more  atten- 
tion. Many  of  those  go  to  the  prevention  area. 

Certainly,  and  I  believe  it  is  one  of  the  Chairman's  interests  is  in 
driver  education  and  driver  training.  We  must  look  at  this  very 
carefully,  and  we  can  do  a  better  job. 

Right  now  we  are  looking  at  a  program  that  is  called  Bystander 
Care,  and  it  would  be  to  help  train  citizens  on  what  you  can  do 
when  you  come  upon  the  scene  of  a  crash,  what  has  to  be  done. 

These  are  some  of  the  programs  that  we  have  to  do.  We  have  to 
be  gathering  better  data  on  pre-hospital  problems.  Many  of  the 
States  are  using  their  402  dollars  to  do  that  and  those  dollars  are 
well  invested. 

The  data  we  will  amass  that  will  allow  us  to  analyze  crashes,  to 
know  if  our  systems  are  truly  functioning  properly,  and  to  know 
also  more  specifically  about  trauma,  are  going  to  be  able  to  allow 
us  to  focus  more  sharply  on  prevention  programs. 

I  think  that  all  of  us  see  these  massive  numbers  and  wonder 
sometimes  how  relevant  it  is  to  us.  If  you  were  here  over  the  week- 
end and  saw  The  Washington  Post,  on  the  front  page  you  saw  a 
very  sad  article  about  a  crash  that  happened  here  in  Northern  Vir- 
ginia, killing  one  young  lady,  critically  injuring  three  others.  This 
was  a  very  tragic  crash.  It  didn't  have  to  happen.  There  were  many 
steps  along  the  way  that  could  have  prevented  this. 

The  DOT  program  comes  in  for  just  a  part  of  working  to  prevent 
crashes  like  this  and  incidents  like  this.  This  incident,  which  was 
in  today's  paper,  as  a  follow-up,  talked  at  length  about  this.  These 
happen  every  day.  There  are  roughly  50,000  of  these  type  of  crash- 
es every  year.  We  have  to  do  something  about  this. 

NHTSA  isn't  the  only  player  in  this  game.  It  is  a  big  problem. 
But  NHTSA's   challenge   of  giving  us   trained   EMTs,   giving  us 
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trained  people,  educating  better,  doing  public  awareness  on  trauma 
will  play  a  vital  role  in  this. 

The  two  people  who  were  saved  from  this  crash,  who  are  still  in 
critical  condition,  probably  would  have  been  in  far  worse  shape, 
possibly  dead,  if  it  hadn't  been  for  the  trained  people  on  the  scene 
in  this  area. 

We  need  DOT's  work,  we  need  NHTSA's  work  very  badly.  I  do 
urge  you  to  give  this  full  funding. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Teter  follows:] 
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Tastiaony 

of 

Harry  Tatar,  Jr. 

for  tha 

Amarican  Trauna  Sociaty 

and 

Tha  Atlantic  Bmarganey  Madical  Sarvicas  Council 

bafora  tha 

Stibcomiiiittaa  for  Appropriations   for 

Transportation  and  Ralatad  Agencies 

U.S.   Housa  of  Rapresentativas 

March  29,    1993 

Chairman  Carr,  members  of  the  Committee,  I  appreciate  the 
opportunity  to  appear  before  you  today  on  behalf  of  the  American 
Trauma  Society  and  the  Atlantic  Emergency  Medical  Services  Council 
to  support  the  full  funding  of  the  National  Highway  Traffic  Safety 
Administration  and  the  Department  of  Transportation.  The  American 
Trauma  Society  (ATS)  is  a  nationwide,  non-profit  voluntary 
organization  dedicated  to  prevention  of  trauma  and  improvement  of 
trauma  care.  The  ATS  has  over  3,000  individual  members  (doctors, 
nurses,  EMTs,  laymen)  and  200  institutional  members.  The  members 
of  the  Atlantic  EMS  Council  are  the  EMS  directors  from  the  states 
of  New  Jersey,  Pennsylvania,  Delaware,  Maryland,  Virginia,  West 
Virginia  and  the  District  of  Columbia.  The  Council's  mission  is  to 
improve  the  delivery  of  EMS  care  in  this  region  both  intrastate  and 
interstate. 

The  American  Trauma  Society  has  worked  closely  with  NHTSA 
since  its  inception.  In  fact,  the  Society  worked  diligently  to  see 
that  NHTSA  was  formed.  The  Atlantic  EMS  Council  has  worked  with 
NHTSA  for  the  past  15  years.  We  know  the  work  and  accomplishments 
of  NHTSA  and  believe  strongly  that  without  it  death  and  disability 
from  highway  crashes  would  be  much  greater  today.  It  has  been  the 
leader  in  advocating  and  setting  standards  for  pre-hospital  rescue 
of  trauma  patients. 
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Twenty-five  years  ago,  your  chances  of  surviving  a  life- 
threatening  injury  were  better  on  the  battlefields  of  Vietnam  than 
on  the  American  highway.  Twenty-five  years  ago,  there  were  no 
designated  trauma  centers  and  no  systems  of  emergency  medical 
services  to  care  for  seriously  injured  patients.  In  fact,  in  many 
locales,  patient  transport  was  done  by  the  local  funeral  home 
director  who  doubled  as  an  ambulance  rescuer  and  patients  were 
taken  to  the  nearest  medical  facility  regardless  of  its  ability  to 
receive  and  treat  the  victim.  In  addition,  there  were  no  911 
systems,  seat  belts  were  in  their  infancy,  and  air  bags  were  non- 
existent. During  the  subsequent  25  years,  significant  advances 
have  been  made  to  reduce  death  and  disability  due  to  trauma.  Much 
of  this  progress  came  as  a  result  of  leadership  of  NHTSA.  Due  to 
its  leadership  safety  has  greatly  increased  on  the  highway. 
Seatbelts,  child  restraints,  airbags,  anti-lock  brakes,  motorcycle 
helmets  are  but  a  few  of  the  improvements  brought  about  in  large 
measure  by  NHTSA 's  work.  These  measures  now  have  hundreds  of 
lives. 

The  work  of  NHTSA  is  still  vital  and  that  is  why  the  American 
Trauma  Society  and  the  Atlantic  EMS  Council  strongly  supports  and 
urges  its  full  funding. 

Although  many  advances  have  been  made  in  highway  safety  there 
is  still  a  staggering  volume  of  car  crashes  and  other  highway 
related  trauma,  killing  or  disabling  thousands  of  people  annually. 
This  can  be  and  must  be  stopped  and  NHTSA  has  a  key  role  in  doing 
this. 

Specific  future  NHTSA  attention  should  include  the  following: 

Response  times  to  crashes  in  rural  areas  is  still  too  long, 
reducing  the  chances  of  saving  the  victims.  The  last  great  unknown 
in  the  rescue  of  crash  victims  is  exactly  when  the  incident  occurs. 
The  sooner  a  crash  victim  is  rescued  and  brought  to  a  proper 
medical  facility,  the  greater  his  chances  of  successful  recovery. 
The  more  time  that  lapses,  the  more  his  chances  are  reduced. 
Technology  now  exists  that  will  allow  us  to  know  when  and  where  a 
crash  occurs.   Every  vehicle  should  be  equipped  with  a  device  that 
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will  send  a  distress  alert  should  that  vehicle  be  in  a  crash. 
NHTSA  must  take  a  leadership  role  in  advocating  for  this.  We  have 
the  Intelligent  Vehicle  Highway  System  and  there  must  be  an  EMS 
component  that  will  test  this  immediate  detection. 

NHTSA  should  continue  its  excellent  research  into  rural 
preventible  mortality.  It  must  revise  its  EMT  training  programs. 
It  must  provide  technical  assistance  to  states  to  help  them  write 
communication  plans  for  the  FCC  so  that  EMS  providers  are  qualified 
for  using  the  newly  designated  medical  channel.  These  are  research 
areas  with  national  significance. 

For  the  past  four  years  the  Atlantic  Emergency  Medical 
Services  Council  has  been  developing  a  multi-state  EMS  systems  data 
registry.  The  purpose  is  to  be  able  to  evaluate  trauma  in  the 
region,  where  and  when  it  occurs,  the  cause,  the  circumstances,  the 
response  to  it  and  the  outcome.  From  this,  recommendations  will 
come  for  more  effective  prevention  programs  and  areas  for 
improvement  in  our  EMS  systems.  Data  from  prehospital  sources 
(police  and  ambulance  reports)  will  be  linked  with  medical  reports 
to  evaluate  how  the  prehospital  care  effects  outcome.  This  and 
other  projects  like  it  will  provide  invaluable  information  on  how 
we  can  reduce  death  and  disability  on  our  highways.  I  urge  they 
have  continued  funding  and  support. 

Another  national  program  is  driver  education.  Last  year  I 
attended  a  meeting  of  50  business  and  government  leaders  in  vehicle 
and  highway  safety.  They  agreed  on  one  point;  present  driver 
education  courses  are  inadequate.  The  American  Trauma  Society  is 
reviewing  this  issue  and  would  welcome  working  with  NHTSA  to 
develop  an  effective  drivers  education  curriculum.  The  ATS 
presently  is  developing  a  program  to  instruct  citizens  on  what  they 
can  do  when  confronted  with  a  crash  and  injured  victims.  This  is 
based  on  an  excellent  NHTSA  report  title  Bystander  Care.  This 
program  which  should  be  taught  across  the  nation  has  excellent 
potential  for  saving  lives.   Funding  for  this  is  most  important. 

The  grants  to  states  in  the  402  program  provide  critical 
resources  to  the  states  to  conduct  progreuns  on  highway  safety. 
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Programs  for  EMT  training  and  testing  provide  the  state  well- 
trained  responders  to  crashes  who  save  countless  lives.  EMS 
capabilities  are  greatly  enhanced  due  to  the  programs  funded  with 
these  dollars  and  it  is  vital  they  continue  to  the  states. 

Highway  safety  must  receive  higher  national  attention.  If  we 
are  to  have  health  cost  containment  more  emphasis  must  be  placed  on 
safety  and  prevention.  More  attention  must  be  directed  to 
education  nationally  on  highway  safety.  NHTSA  must  be  active  in 
this  area  in  the  future  as  it  has  so  effectively  done  in  the  past. 
Its  past  accomplishments  are  many.  Its  future  challenges  are 
daunting.  Fortunately,  it  has  a  dedicated,  talented  staff 
committed  to  highway  safety.  NHTSA  merits  full  funding  to  continue 
its  excellent  work. 
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Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Teter. 

We  are  interested,  of  course,  in  safety,  and  we  are  interested  in 
making  sure  we  can  prevent  future  auto  accidents.  The  business  of 
this  committee  is  safe  transportation,  and  will  continue  to  be  so. 
We  do  look  to  the  other  committees  to  help  us  out  when  it  gets  to 
what  happens  when  all  efforts  at  safety  fail.  At  that  point  it  be- 
comes a  funding  problem  that  appropriately  lies  in  another  sub- 
committee. 

Mr.  Teter.  I  think  we  all  have  a  role.  There  are  many  roles  in 
this,  and  I  agree  with  you,  I  think  it  should  be  several  coming  to 
grasp  on  this.  This  is  a  national  epidemic. 

Mr.  Carr.  Not  too  long  ago  I  visited  the  Ryder  trauma  center 
down  in  Miami,  and  I  think  that  was  the  most  impressive — I  am 
not  sure  they  intended  it  this  way — was  the  gentleman  that  I  met 
that  they  employ  who  does  auto  accident  analysis,  and  that  in 
effect  feeds  information  back  into  NHTSA  about  what  happens 
when  accident  prevention  fails. 

And  I  think  that  is  something  that  this  committee  ought  to  be 
interested  in,  look  at,  although  I  don't  think  we  have  the  resources 
where  we  can  fund  trauma  centers  the  way  we  used  to. 

Have  you  had  a  chance  to  look  at  the  NTSB  recommendation  on 
young  drivers? 

Mr.  Teter.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Carr.  What  do  you  think? 

Mr.  Teter.  I  think  it  would  be  a  very  good  idea.  I  don't  know  if 
we  can  do  it  or  not.  But  it  is  one  of  several  things  that  I  think 
should  be  very  seriously  considered  and  tried.  That  would  have  cer- 
tainly impacted  on  this  incident. 

I  think  you  are  so  correct  that  DOT,  and  the  jurisdiction  of  this 
committee,  has  just  one  part  to  play  in  this  whole  thing,  but  it  is 
such  a  large  problem  and  involves  so  many,  without  DCT  in  it  we 
would  be  far  worse  off  today  than  we  are. 

I  look  back  25  years  ago  to  when  NHTSA  just  began,  as  I  men- 
tioned in  my  testimony.  All  of  the  advances  that  they  have  helped 
bring  about  have  made  safety  much  more  real  today  in  our  auto- 
mobiles and  on  our  highways.  We  still  have  a  long  ways  to  go,  and 
that  is  why  we  so  desperately  need  it. 

I  appreciate  what  you  said. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you  for  being  here.  We  appreciate  the  time  you 
took. 


Monday,  March  29,  1993. 
NATIONAL  ASSOCIATION  OF  RAILROAD  PASSENGERS 

WITNESS 

ROSS  CAPON,  EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR,  NATIONAL  ASSOCIATION  OF  RAIL- 
ROAD  PASSENGERS 

Mr.  Carr.  Our  next  witness  is  Ross  Capon  of  the  National  Asso- 
ciation of  Rail  Passengers. 

Welcome  to  the  committee.  We  have  your  statement.  We  will 
place  it  in  the  record  in  full.  We  ask  that  you  summarize. 

Mr.  Capon.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 
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The  bottom  line  for  our  members  is  that  we  think  the  country 
needs  and  deserves  more  and  better  rail  passenger  service.  We  are 
concerned  that  the  quality  of  Amtrak  service  is  fraying  around  the 
edges,  and  one  of  the  problems  they  have  is  inferior  equipment 
design,  which  is  perhaps  best  symbolizeed  by  the  fact  that  many 
people  on  the  X-2000,  the  most  striking  thing  to  them  is  not  the 
speed  of  the  train  but  the  fact  that  it  feels  like  a  well-designed 
piece  of  equipment  that  doesn't  rattle. 

And  unlike  much  of  the  other  equipment  that  Amtrak  has  to 
work  with,  we  are  afraid  that  under  Reagan  and  Bush,  Amtrak 
may  have  somewhat  artificially  reduced  their  operating  subsidy  re- 
quirement to  get  that  revenue  cost  ratio  up  and  paint  a  somewhat 
unrealistically  rosy  view  of  where  they  are  right  now. 

In  my  statement,  on  page  2,  where  I  talk  about  Atlanta,  I  should 
clarify  that  the  intermodal  terminal  that  went  down  to  defeat — 
and  I  understand  was  the  subject  of  another  lead  editorial  in 
today's  Atlanta  paper — is  not  only  needed  for  the  new  service  they 
hope  to  bring  to  Atlanta,  including  commuter  rail,  but  also  Am- 
trak's  existing  facility  is  too  small  and  is  off  on  the  outskirts  of  the 
city.  And  also  in  terms  of  our  little  recitation  of  anti-rail  bias,  I 
guess  I  would  be  remiss  if  I  didn't  mention  the  fact  that  the  admin- 
istration proposes  to  full  fund  ISTEA  highways  but  not  ISTEA 
transit.  I  think  the  transit  figure  is  about  53  percent. 

We  share  your  somewhat  critical  view  of  ISTEA,  and 

Mr.  Carr.  Not  somewhat. 

Mr.  Capon.  We  of  course  are  trjring  to  invent  our  money  mantra 
which  will  be  full  funding  of  the  Amtrak  authorization.  I  under- 
stand the  Amtrak  board  has  made  a  request  for  a  supplemental  op- 
erating appropriation  of  $58  million. 

In  the  hope  that  Amtrak  funding  will  be  inversely  proportional 
to  the  time  I  take  up,  I  will  leave  it  at  that. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Capon  follows:] 
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statement  of 
Ross  Capon,  Executive  Director 
National  Association  of  Railroad  Passengers 

Before  the  Subcommittee  on  Transportation 
Committee  on  Appropriations 
U.  S,  House  of  Representatives 

Department  of  Transportation  FY  1994  Appropriation 

March  29,  1993 


Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  present  the  views  of  our 
non-profit,  consumer-oriented  organization. 

We  have  appreciated  this  committee's  support  of  Amtrak  and 
mass  transit  and  look  forward  to  renewed  progress  as  we  work  with 
the  first  president — at  least  in  my  lifetime — to  have  included  a 
concern  for  improved  rail  passenger  service  as  a  prominent 
element  in  his  campaigning. 

I.  BEST  USE  OF  EXISTING  RESOURCES 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  agree  with  your  emphasis  on  the  need  to 
improve  existing  facilities — the  so-called  "incremental"  approach 
to  high  speed  rail — rather  than  create  all-new  systems, 
especially  magnetic  levitation. 

We  are  concerned  that  the  $1.3  billion  for  "magnetic 
levitation  and  high-speed  rail"  in  the  President's  five-year 
investment  program  go  to  the  greatest  extent  possible  for 
immediately  useful  rail  improvements. 

In  addition,  we  share  your  positive  assessment  of  the  paper, 
"Amtrak 's  high-speed  locomotive  development  program."   The  X-2000 
has  created  unprecedented  interest  in  better  train  service 
nationwide — and  the  nationwide  aspect  will  be  intensified  in  any 
nationwide  tours  the  X-2000  and  ICE  trains  may  make. 

Our  members  enthusiastically  support  Amtrak 's  plan  "to  include 
in  its  procurement  for  the  [Northeast  Corridor]  high-speed 
trainsets  the  development  of  a  dualpower  system  that  could  be 
substituted  for  the  electric  locomotive  when  these  trains  are 
used  on  non-electrified  rail  lines." 

We  have  always  held  Michigan  DOT's  rail  program  in 
particularly  high  regard.   I  frequently  cite  the  state's  very 
useful  study  of  the  different  levels  of  Chicago-Detroit  service 
that  different  levels  of  investment  could  achieve.   (See 
Attachnent  I,  my  op  ed  column  from  The  Journal  of  Commerce.  Feb. 
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11,  1993).   The  same  principles  apply  to  the  other  corridors, 
including  those  Secretary  Card  designated  under  Section  1010. 

II.  ADEQUATE  FUNDING  FOR  AMTRAK 

We  support  President  Clinton's  "A  Vision  for  Change," 
recognizing  it  is  worlds  ahead  of  what  previous  administrations 
have  produced.   Not  surpisingly,  however,  we  were  disappointed 
that  "Vision"  does  not  include  any  additional  funding  for  Amtrak 
beyond  the  $188  million  in  the  FY  '93  stimulus  package. 

Meanwhile,  Amtrak  struggles  along  short  of  cash  and  with  about 
40%  of  its  rolling  stock  past  their  recommended  heavy  overhaul 
dates.   Amtrak  is  generally  unable  to  provide  additional 
equipment  for  new  services  that  states  would  like  to  help  fund 
and  in  some  instances  lacks  adequate  equipment  for  existing 
services. 

Because  Amtrak  was  excluded  from  ISTEA,  we  share  your  lack  of 
enthusiasm  for  the  constant  cries  to  fully  fund  ISTEA.   We  would 
of  course  like  to  see  the  Amtrak  Authorization  fully  funded. 
Failing  that,  we  would  prefer — for  example — 95%  funding  of  both 
laws  rather  than  100%  funding  of  ISTEA  and  85%  funding  of  Amtrak. 

As  supporters  of  the  concept  of  earmarking  for  Amtrak  one 
penny  of  the  deficit-reduction  2.5  cents,  we  were  disappointed  to 
hear  the  administration  wants  to  switch  those  funds  to  the 
Highway  Trust  Fund.   We  suggest  consideration  of  a  compromise 
under  which  this  money  is  earmarked  for  energy-efficient  and 
environmentally-sound  transportation  solutions  at  the  discretion 
of  the  appropriations  coramitees,  with  eligibility  extending  to 
all  modes  including  intercity  passenger  rail. 

III.  REMOVING  THE  ANTI-RAIL  BIAS 

From  top  to  bottom,  our  decisionmakers  have  a  long  way  to  go 
before  rail  gets  the  equitable  treatment  we  believe  it  deserves. 
A  case  in  point  is  the  fate  of  bonds  for  an  Atlanta  intermodal 
terminal  in  the  state  legislature  earlier  this  week. 

In  the  face  of  hard  work  by  our  members  and  the  Atlanta 
Chamber  of  Commerce  and  strong  support  from  the  media,  the  state 
legislature  failed  to  come  through  with  S13.2  million  in  bonds 
that  would  have  unlocked  $120  million  in  federal  funds.   The 
Atlanta  Constitution  accused  Transportation  Commissioner  Wayne 
Shackelford  of  being  "more  concerned  with  covering  North  Georgia 
with  asphalt,"  a  reference  to  something  called  the  "Outer 
Perimeter"  whose  chances  of  construction  Georgia  DOT  seeks  to 
enhance  by  inclusion  in  the  National  Highway  System. 

In  North  Carolina,  relevant  state  and  local  officials — plus 
FHWA's  Raleigh  office  and  the  Atlanta  regional  office — agreed  to 
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use  S9.6  million  in  ISTEA  Surface  Transportation  Program  funds  to 
facilitate  improved  Raleigh-Charlotte  rail  passenger  service — but 
FHWA/Washington  rejected  all  but  $700,000  (for  changing  grade- 
crossing  signal  circuits) .   The  Raleigh-Charlotte  line  has  seven 
urbanized  areas  in  170  miles  and  parallels  an  Interstate  highway 
with  congestion  problems.   (See  Attachment  II,  Mar.  11  J  of  C.) 

Then,  last  week,  we  observed  Senators  Breaux  and  Boren  calling 
highways  and  airports  "programs  to  be  funded  immediately"  and 
Amtrak  to  be  funded  "after  reconciliation  bill,"  even  though  a 
big  chunk  of  the  Amtrak  money  would  have  been  used  to  recall 
furloughed  Beech  Grove  workers  and  help  prevent  further 
deterioration  of  Amtrak  service  quality. 

IV.  BOSTON  RAIL  LINK 

While  Boston  is  constructing  the  Central  Artery  Project — the 
depression  of  a  freeway  that  links  North  Station  and  South 
Station — we  believe  and  most  Massachusetts  officials  now  agree  a 
rail  link  between  those  stations  should  also  be  built.   This 
would  dramatically  enhance  the  usefulness  of  existing  and 
proposed  trains  serving  Boston,  including  regional  commuter  rail, 
Boston-New  York  high  speed  and  Boston-Portland. 

V.  AMTRAK  PRICING 

After  much  correspondence  with  Amtrak,  we  still  think  their 
pricing  is  not  maximizing  revenues,  particularly  due  to  lack  of 
off-peak  discounting  on  most  long-distance  routes.   Amtrak' s 
special  non-refundable  "All  Aboard"  fares  expired  for  sale 
November  13.   In  January  and  February,  when  we  believe  those 
fares  should  have  been  restored,  airline  revenues  outperformed 
AjTitrak  revenues  (February  airlines  rose  2.5%,  Amtrak  declined)  . 

VI.  ARTICULATED  TRAINS 

At  a  recent  conference  sponsored  by  R.  L.  Banks  &  Associates 
Inc.  and  Railroad  Financial  Corp.,  Alan  R.  Cripe  of  Trailblazer 
Technologies  Inc.  argued  that  the  next  generation  of  high-speed 
trains  should  be  articulated.   This  cuts  down  on  weight  and  fuel 
consumption,  primarily  because  there  is  only  one  truck  (pair  of 
axles)  between  each  car  rather  than  a  truck  at  both  ends  of  each 
car  and  there  normally  is  no  switching  of  cars.   Mr.  Cripe:  "You 
can  watch  Amtrak  play  trains  at  Union  Station  all  day." 

The  common  objection  to  the  fixed  consist  is  that  it  cannot  be 
adjusted  to  different  load  factors,  but  Cripe  said  the  French  TGV 
fleet,  thanks  to  variable  pricing  and  good  computer  capability, 
maintains  admirable  load  factors — in  the  high  70%  range.   Cripe 
is  not  a  disinterested  observer  but  these  facts  warrant  serious 
investigation,  and  the  final  decision  should  assume  perhaps 
greater  pricing  flexibility  than  we  have  seen  at  Amtrak. 
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The  Journal  of  Commerce 


AIR/RAIL/TRUCK 


NC  Rejection  Dramatizes 
Lack  of  US  Rail  Funds 


By  RIP  WATSON 

Journal  ot  Commerce  Staff 

A  rebuffed  funding  application 
fronn  the  state  of  North  Carolina  to 
improve  train  service  in  a  con- 
gested, high-profile  corridor  is  spot- 
lighting the  lack  of  federal  dollars  to 
back  the  Clinton  administration's 
oft-repeated  pledge  to  boost  inter- 
city passenger  rail  projects. 

The  issue  surfaced  after  the 
state's  bid  for  $9.6  million  from  the 
Federal  Highway  Administration 
was  derailed  because  the  Depart- 
ment of  Transportation  unit  found 
that  the  application  did  not  meet  its 
funding  criteria. 

North  Carolina  was  seeking  the 
funds  to  improve  inter-city  passen- 
ger service  on  a  rail  line  between 
Charlotte  and  Raleigh.  The  Federal 
Railroad  Administration  picked  the 
corridor  as  a  likely  target  for  future 
high-speed  rail  service. 

The  application  requested  fund- 
ing to  improve  signals,  track  align- 
ment, train-switching  capability  and 
rail-highway  crossings. 

The  state  seeks  to  develop  the 
rail  route  because  of  growing  high- 
way congestion  on  1-85  and  1-40, 
which  parallels  the  route  where  Am- 
trak  offers  passenger  service. 

David  King,  deputy  secretary  of 
the  state  Department  of  Transporta- 
tion, said  the  FHWA  decision  "was 
made  narrowly,  based  on  a  strict 
interpretation  of  the  words  without 
reference  to  the  spirit  of  the  Inter- 
modal  Surface  Transportation  Effi- 
ciency Act  (Istea)." 

-We've  seen  (DOT)  Secretary 
(Federico)  Pena  quoted  as  saying 
that  he  did  not  understand  why  ade- 
quate inter-city  rail  program  fund- 
ing was  excluded  from  Istea,"  Mr. 
King  noted.  "It  doesn't  make  sense 
to  us,  either. 

"Clearly,  the  policy  of  the  admin- 


istration seems  to  be  very  support- 
ive of  high-speed  rail,  so  it  certainly 
seems  sensible  to  us  to  have  the  new 
administrator  (of  FHWA)  take  an- 
other look  at  this,"  he  added. 

The  FHWA  has  no  administrator, 
but  Mr.  Pena  has  said  he  expects  to 
announce  nominees  for  DOT  modal 
administrators  this  week.  He  has  in- 
dicated that  he  will  be  seeking  ad- 
ministrators with  a  broad, 
multi-modal  perspective. 

Programs  such  as  North  Caroli- 
na's might  qualify  for  funding  if  the 
DOT'S  proposals  to  spend  $936  mil- 
lion on  high-speed  rail  projects  over 
four  years  become  law  as  part  of 
the  Clinton  administration's  budget 
package. 

The  state  turned  to  the  FHWA 
and  the  Surface  Transportation  Pro- 
gram portion  of  the  Transportation 
Funding  Act  because  the  only  exist- 
ing funding  for  inter-city  or 
high-speed  rail  projects  is  $5  million 
in  the  Federal  Railroad  Administra- 
tion's budget.  There  are  15  applica- 
tions for  that  funding,  FRA  officials 
said. 

North  Carolina,  working  with 
Amtrak,  plans  to  launch  an  intra- 
state rail  service  this  summer 
known  as  the  Piedmont.  The  train  is 
meant  to  complement  Amtrak  serv- 
ice between  Charlotte  and  Raleigh. 

Specifically,  North  Carolina  was 
seeking  $6  million  to  finance  signal 
improvements  on  Norfolk  Southern's 
rail  line  between  Charlotte  and  Ra- 
leigh that  would  have  allowed  train 
speeds  to  increase  from  59  to  79 
mph. 

The  state  DOT  sought  $1.3  million 
for  track  reconstruction  to  increase 
elevation  of  curves,  which  also  al- 
lows for  faster  operation. 

The  balance  of  the  funds  were  to 
go  for  new  track  at  Charlotte  and 
Raleigh  to  turn  trains  and  improve- 
ments to  electronic  circuits  that  ac- 


tivate     warning      devices      at 
rail-highway  crossings.  The  FHWA  ' 
did  say  the  $300,000  for  highway 
crossing  improvements  was  eligible 
for  funding. 

The  highway  agency  nixed  the 
program  because  it  determined  that 
the  requests  were  directly  related  to 
construction  of  a  rail  line.  Its  policy 
statements  say  the  funds  North  Car- 
olina was  seeking  from  a  specific 
portion  of  Istea  can  be  used  only  for 
rail  projects  such  as  road  realign- 
ments, bridge  improvements  to  cre- 
ate higher  clearances,  drainage, 
lighting,  signage  and  crossing  pro- 
jects. 

The  FHWA  noted  in  its  policy 
statements  that  one  part  of  the  Istea 
stresses  the  need  for  an  intercon- 
nected, intermodal  transportation 
system,  but  does  not  provide  funding 
authority  or  eligibility  criteria  for 
programs  to  create  such  a  system. 

Mr.  King  said  the  state  also  con- 
sidered going  to  the  Federal  Transit 
Administration  for  funds,  but  deter- 
mined that  that  division  of  the  DOT 
could  not  fund  the  program  because 
it  was  not  a  commuter  rail  project. 

"I'm  not  sure  I  fault  their  reason- 
ing," he  said.  "I  fault  their  outcome. 
It  makes  no  sense  to  treat  a  project 
like  this  as  commuter  rail  in  order 
for  it  to  be  eligible  for  funding." 

The  state  feels  strongly  enough 
about  the  Piedmont  service  that  it 
acquired  its  own  railroad  cars  and 
locomotives  to  operate  a  westbound 
morning  service  from  Raleigh  and 
an  eastbound  evening  return  trip 
from  Charlotte  that  mirrors  the  ex- 
isting Amtrak  service. 

Cliff  Black,  an  Amtrak  spokes- 
man, said  the  federally  owned  pas- 
senger railroad  has  told  states  that 
in  most  cases  they  would  have  to 
furnish  new  equipment  because  Am- 
trak doesn't  have  enough  equipment 
to  support  the  new  services  that 
states  seek. 
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IMMEDIATE  RELEASE  #93-1 

March  18,  1993  Contacts:  Ross  Capon 

Advisory  on 

"High-Tech"  Grade  Crossing  Protection 

Sophisticated  rail-highway  grade-crossing  protection  devices 
already  in  use  abroad  might  have  prevented  yesterday's  tragic 
accident  at  Fort  Lauderdale.   Such  devices  merit  close 
investigation  by  U.S.  officials.   The  accident  also  emphasizes 
the  need  for  a  motorist  not  to  enter  a  rail  crossing  until  he/she 
already  has  enough  space  ahead  to  completely  clear  the  tracks. 
Finally,  the  accident  highlights  the  contrast  between  our  all- 
grade-separated  Interstate  highway  system  and  our  rail  network, 
which  has  only  one  major  all-grade-separated  segment — Alexandria- 
Washington-Philadelphia-New  York-New  Haven. 

Yesterday's  accident  was  on  one  of  the  five  future  high-speed 
rail  passenger  corridors  then-DOT  Secretary  Andrew  Card  identi- 
fied last  year  as  eligible  for  funds  under  Sec.  1010  of  the  1991 
highway/transit  authorization,  "ISTEA."   "1010"  money  is  limited 
— S5  million  a  year  nationwide  for  six  years — but  states  have 
wide  discretion  to  spend  other  ISTEA  funds  on  grade  crossings. 

Some  grade  crossings  must  be  eliminated.   However,  considering 
the  number  of  crossings  (about  70  just  in  the  64  miles  between 
Miami  and  West  Palm  Beach) ,  the  cost  of  their  elimination  ($2-S5 
mill,  each  and  up),  and  the  time  such  an  effort  would  take  even 
if  well-funded,  it  is  obvious  that  U.  S.  officials  should  take  a 
closer  look  at  more  sophisticated  crossing  "protection"  systems. 

One  such  system  was  installed  in  1990-91  at  about  100  grade 
crossings  on  the  Stockholm-Goteborg  route  used  by  the  high-speed 
X2000  trains,  one  of  which  Amtrak  is  now  testing  on  its  Northeast 
Corridor.   The  total  cost  of  this  work  was  about  $80  million,  for 
an  average  of  about  $800,000  per  crossing.   X2000  trains  run 
these  crossings  at  125-130  mph  and  there  have  been  no  accidents. 

The  Swedish  system  has  special  gates  extending  the  full  width  of 
the  highways  so  that  motorists  cannot  drive  around  them.   More- 
over, a  device  tied  in  with  the  railroad  signal  system  automati- 
cally halts  a  train  if  a  highway  vehicle  is  trapped  between  the 
gates.   The  vehicle  detection  and  train-stop  systems  recognize 
the  X2000  and  can  bring  it  to  a  safe  stop  before  the  crossing. 
One  variation  may  merit  investigation:  strong  barriers  that  would 
physically  prevent  motorists  who  might  try  to  drive  through  them. 

Connecticut  and  New  York  have  applied  for  federal  demonstration 
grants  under  ISTEA  Section  1036  to  demonstrate  improved  grade 
crossing  devices. 

*  «  » 
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Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you  very  much.  We  appreciate  your  coming 
along  and  giving  us  your  support. 

I  think  your  notion  is  important  that  rail  improvements  should 
be  incremental  and  we  shouldn't  be  wasting  scarce  resources  on 
pie-in-the-sky  promotional  kinds  of  activities  for  technologies  which 
may  be  important  for  the  succeeding  generations.  We  want  to  hand 
over  society  to  them  in  good  order  with  some  research  and  things 
like  that,  but  I  think  it  is  most  important  to  get  this  Northeast 
Corridor  to  be  a  first-class  operation  and  see  what  we  can  do  from 
there. 

We  await  new  technical  developments  to  see  what  we  can  do  to 
get  speeds  up  in  other  areas  of  the  country,  and  while  we  are  doing 
that,  I  think  it  is  prudent  to  make  some  investment  in  safety  and 
signaling  and  grade  crossings  and  a  few  other  things  we  can  do  to 
improve  rail  efficiencies,  both  passenger  and  freight. 

Mr.  Capon.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  understand  in  talking  to  Amtrak 
that  you  have  raised  the  same  question  I  did  with  them,  and  appar- 
ently they  are  looking  at  two  different  kinds  of  locomotives.  One 
would  be  dual  mode  and  one  would  be  straight  fossil  fuel.  In  other 
words,  they  would  not  plan  to  drag  the  electrification  part  of  it 
around  the  midwest  or  the  far  west. 

Mr.  Carr.  It  is  clear  that  more  needs  to  be  done.  Their  own  re- 
quests for  proposals  and  submissions  that  they  had  returned  as  a 
result  of  them  indicate  that  more  needs  to  be  done. 

But  right  now,  I  think  the  committee  is  committed  to  supporting 
Amtrak  throughout  the  country,  but  in  particular  on  the  Northeast 
Corridor  and  see  what  we  can  do  to  make  it  a  first-class  operation. 

I  think  you  are  absolutely  right  about  the  X-2000.  I  think  most 
people  once  they  are  in  a  conveyance,  lose  the  notion  of  speed. 
Indeed,  if  they  had  too  much  a  notion  of  speed,  they  may  not  want 
it.  These  things  are  not  like  the  Anaconda  at  Busch  Gardens  or  the 
Rebel  Yell  at  King's  Dominion.  That  is  not  why  we  board  these 
things.  The  thrill  of  the  speed  isn't  there.  But  I  think  the  X-2000 
was  a  very  impressive  piece  of  equipment  which  had  a  lot  of  pas- 
senger amenities  that  would  be  very  popular. 

An5rway,  thank  you  for  being  here.  We  appreciate  your  support. 

Mr.  Regula. 

Mr.  Regula.  No  questions. 

Mr.  Carr.  Okay.  Thank  you. 


Monday,  March  29,  1993. 
INTER  AMERICAN  UNIVERSITY  OF  PUERTO  RICO  (lAUPR) 

WITNESSES 

ESTELA  LOPEX,  PH.D.,  VICE  PRESIDENT  FOR  ACADEMIC  AFFAIRS,  lAUPR 
ELEAZAR  D.  LAMBOY,  director,  airway  SCIENCE  PROGRAM  (lAUPR) 

Mr.  Carr.  Our  next  panel  of  witnesses  will  be  Dr.  Lopez,  Vice 
President  for  Academic  Affairs,  the  Inter  American  University  of 
Puerto  Rico,  and  Eleazar  D.  Lamboy,  Director  of  the  Airway  Sci- 
ence Program  at  the  Inter  American  University  of  Puerto  Rico. 

Ms.  Lopez.  Thank  you.  Good  afternoon. 
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I  want  to  thank  you  for  allowing  us  the  opportunity  to  testify 
before  this  subcommittee. 

Mr.  Carr.  We  are  delighted  to  have  you  here.  Your  statement 
will  be  put  in  the  record  in  full,  £ind  we  would  ask  that  you  sum- 
marize, 

Ms.  Lopez.  I  wish  I  could  do  in  Spanish  but  I  will  save  that  for 
later. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  wish  I  could  understand  it  in  Spanish.  It  is  a  tragedy 
that  more  of  us  not  bilingual,  but  we  are  happy  that  so  many  are, 
and  particularly  the  southern  regions  of  our  country. 

Ms.  Lopez.  Thank  you,  sir. 

Let  me  tell  you  a  little  about  our  institution.  Inter-American 
University  is  a  private  university  that  has  42,000  students  in 
Puerto  Rico.  We  are  fully  accredited.  Unlike  private  universities  in 
the  United  States,  our  institution  caters  to  the  students  who  come 
from  the  lower-socioeconomic  classes,  and  who  are  first-generation 
students. 

Ninety  percent  of  our  undergraduates  receive  Pell  grants  and  out 
of  that  90  percent,  70  percent  receive  maximum  awards.  You  can 
see  from  those  figures  that  our  institution  is  providing  access  to  a 
population  that  has  to  be  educated. 

We  have  an  Airway  Science  Program  that  was  established  in  my 
institution  in  1985.  It  offers  four  concentrations:  Airway  science 
management,  airway  electronic  system,  airway  computer  system, 
and  airway  system  management.  The  programs  were  developed  in 
accordance  with  FAA  regulations  and  they  have  been  visited  on 
several  occasions  by  the  FAA. 

The  objective  of  the  program  is  to  train  professionals  in  the  air- 
ways sciences  to  compete  in  the  fields  of  airway,  to  apply  for  jobs 
both  in  commercial  and  in  the  government,  and  to  be  able  to  be 
professional  for  both  sectors,  the  private  and  the  government 
sector. 

At  present,  we  have  an  enrollment  in  our  Airway  Science  Pro- 
gram of  423  students.  We  have  been  told  this  represents  50  percent 
of  all  the  minority  students  enrolled  in  the  Airways  Sciences  Pro- 
grams of  the  United  States.  So  we  are  really  providing  access  to 
minority  students  to  a  profession  that  we  think  is  very  important. 

We  have  also — the  institution  is  very  committed  that  the  educa- 
tion they  are  providing  has  a  technological  perspective  so  they  can 
be  professionads  who  can  handle  the  technology  of  the  21st  Centu- 
ry. In  other  words,  we  want  to  make  sure  that  our  students  are 
given  the  technology,  have  the  access  to  the  new  technology  that  is 
out  there,  and  can  work  with  their  counterparts  in  other  institu- 
tions of  the  United  States. 

In  order  to  do  this,  we  have  committed  our  university  resources 
to  the  program  and  also  asked  for  funding  from  FAA.  In  1987,  we 
were  funded  for  a  new  building,  and  the  university  gave  50  percent 
of  matching  grants  for  that  building. 

The  total  cost  of  the  building  was  close  to  $2  million.  We  also  re- 
ceived funding  for  equipment  to  strengthen  our  Air  Science  Pro- 
gram. 

Our  new  five-year  development  plan  wants  to  strengthen  several 
areas,  especisdly  a  new  program  for  engine  maintenance — I  am 
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sorry,  aviation  maintenance — and  also  to  continue  the  develop- 
ments we  have  already  started. 

These  recommendations  have  been  given  to  us  by  the  FAA.  The 
money  we  are  asking,  which  we  think  it  is  modest  in  comparison  to 
funding  provided  other  schools,  will  be  to  strengthen  these  pro- 
grams and  to  allow  the  institution  to  carry  its  five-year  plan. 

We  are  at  present  accepting  students  not  only  from  Puerto  Rico 
but  also  from  other  Caribbean  islands.  We  see  our  institution  pro- 
viding the  opportunities  to  educate,  again,  the  professionals  in  the 
airways  sciences  that  will  be  required  for  the  next  decade.  And  we 
feel  we  need  the  technology  and  the  equipment  that  will  give  them 
the  opportunity  to  be  that  type  of  professional  that  is  required  in 
the  States. 

We  believe  that  the  institution  has  to  work  with  other  institu- 
tions, and  we  are  preparing  a  consortium  agreement  with  other 
aviation  institutions  with  whom  we  have  communicated  and  vis- 
ited. 

The  university  is  investing  in  infrastructure  so  that  the  Airway 
Science  Program  has  fiber  optics  and  can  communicate  through 
computers  and  internet  with  other  universities  in  the  States  and  in 
the  world. 

Again,  we  feel  this  will  be  an  investment  in  minds,  and  to  make 
sure  the  students  have  the  opportunity  to  participate  in  the  science 
of  the  21st  Century. 

Thank  you. 

[A  letter  of  introduction  from  the  Hon.  Romero-Barcelo  and  pre- 
pared statement  of  Dr.  Lopez  follows:] 
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CARLOS  A.  ROMERO^ARCELd 


.T^S.*:^  Congress  of  the  United  States  naturZ;;;;u«:« 

"''^"'ZtuT^  "o"»«  o^  Representatives  «.r!rr::„™ 

Washington,  DC  20516-5401 


•nswnowi  afMM 


Karoh  29,  1993 


Hon.  Bob  Carr,  ehairaan 

subcoBoiittoo  en  Transportation  Appropriations 

2439  Rayburn  HOB 

Nashlngton,  D.  C.  20515 

Dsar  Kr.  Cbairaan: 

It  is  my  plsasurs  today  to  introducs  two  witnsssos  f roa  th« 
Xargost  privats  univsrslty  In  Pusrto  Rico — ths  Xntar  Aasrican 
Onivsrsity  of  Pusrto  Rico  (ZAU),  which  offsrs  undsrgraduats, 
graduats  and  profsssional  programs  to  approxinatsly  42,500 
studsnts  annually. 

Bstsla  Lopst,  Ph.D.,  Vies  Prssldsnt  for  Academic  Affairs  and 
Slsasar  D.  Laaboy,  Dirsctor,  Airway  Scisncs  Program,  will  brisfly 
dsscrlbs  ons  of  ths  Onivsrsity' •  nswsst  programs:  ths  Airway 
Soisncs  Program.  Establishsd  in  19S5,  this  program  is  dssignsd 
to  provids  studsnts  with  an  adsquats  ba lanes  of  soisnos, 
tschnology  and  humanltlss  sduestion  to  snabls  thsm  to  work  in  ths 
aviation  fisld.  Loeatsd  on  Zntsr  Amsrioan  univsrslty 's  Bayamon 
Campus,  ths  program  offsrs  sduestion  in  four  spscialixation  arsas 
approvsd  by  ths  Fsdsral  Aviation  Administration  (FAA) . 

Ths  tAnivsrslty  sstablishsd  and  opsratss  ths  Airway  Scisncs 
Program  primarily  through  tuition  rsvsnus  and  privats 
contribution.  This  has  not,  howsvsr,  allowsd  ths  program  to 
sseurs  all  ths  squipasnt  nscsssary  to  snsurs  th*  quality 
sduestion  and  sjcpsrisncs  nscsssary  to  succsssfully  compsts  with 
ths  aviation  industry.  This,  and  othsr  tJnlvsrsity  programs,  play 
an  Important  rols  in  providing  sducatlonaX  opportunltiss  to  ths 
Island's  low-incoms  houssholds.  With  an  unsmploymsnt  rats  of 
ovsr  17%,  ths  typs  of  quality  sduestion  ws  provids  can  snsurs  a 
productivs  futurs  for  many  studsnts  and  thus  assist  inths  social 
and  seonoaie  dsvslopnsnt  of  ths  Island. 
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P«g«  2  Hon.  Bob  Carr 

I  hop«  you  will  favorably  conaldar  Intar  Amarlcan  Univaralty'a 
raquaat,  aa  thia  will  go  a  long  way  in  fvurtbaring  tha 
tmlvaraity^a  plana  to  axpand  and  inprova  upon  tha  much-naadad 
Airvay  Sclanca  Program.   Thank  you. 


Sincaraly, 


Carloi  Romaro-Barcalo 


/^L^ 
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InUr  J^merican  Umoersity  ofTuerto  ^Rjco 

TESTIMONY 

Estela  Ldpez,  Ph.D. 

Vice  President  for  Academic  Affairs 

Inter  American  University  of  Puerto  Rico  -  Airway  Science  Program 

Before  The 

House  Appropriations  Subcommittee  on  Transportation 

March  29, 1993 

The  Inter  American  University  of  Puerto  Rico  (lAUPR)  and  its  Airway 
Science  Program  consider  it  a  privilege  to  present  testimony  to  the  Transportation 
Appropriations  Subcommittee  and  greatly  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  discuss 
with  you  the  strides  our  University  is  mjiking  in  the  aviation  education  field.  My 
name  is  Estela  Lopez,  Vice  President  for  Academic  Affairs  at  lAUPR,  and  I  am 
accompanied  by  the  Director  of  our  Airway  Science  Program,  Eleazar  D.  Lamboy. 

According  to  FAA  Aviation  Forecasts  Report,  aviation  activities  are  expected 
to  grow  dramatically  in  the  next  ten  years;  aviation  will  continue  to  dominate  all 
other  transportation  modes  in  the  commercial  intercity  passenger  market;  and 
regional/ commuter  aircraft  activity  and  the  business  use  of  general  aviation  are 
projected  to  experience  growth.  With  the  modernization  of  the  National  Airspace 
System,  as  well  as  the  application  of  new  computer  technologies,  air  traffic 
controllers  and  new  digital  electronics  personnel  will  require  new  and  additional 
training.  LAUPR  is  in  a  position  to  respond  to  these  trends  and  national  needs  and 
to  prepare  people  with  essential  skills  for  the  safe  functioning  and  managing  of 
aviation  operations  and  systems  for  future  generations. 

Inter  American  University  of  Puerto  Rico 

LAUPR  is  the  largest  private  university  in  Puerto  Rico  and  the  second  largest 
in  the  Western  hemisphere,  offering  undergraduate,  graduate  and  professional 

Office  of  the 'Bnsident 
T.O.  'Bo3(.3632SS  San  Juan,  'Puerto  IKjco  00936-3ZSS 
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programs  to  approximately  42,500  students  annually.    Over  4,000  degrees,  ranging 
from  associate  degrees  to  the  professional  and  doctoral  levels,  ^re  granted  each  year. 

With  nine  campuses  on  the  Island,  lAUPR  is  geared  toward  the  development 
of  programs  and  services  directly  related  to  job  opportunities  and  human  resources 
needs  in  both  the  public  and  private  sectors,  as  well  as  the  provision  of  a  well 
rounded  liberal  education  stressing  high  level  intellectual  skills.  As  part  of  the 
University's  commitment  to  enhance  the  educational  opportunities  for  Hispanic 
students,  it  has  established  associations  with  over  seventeen  leading  Colleges  and 
Universities  in  the  U.S.,  Europe  and  the  Caribbean. 

The  University  maintains  its  responsiveness  to  the  evolving  educational 
needs  of  society,  adjusting  its  academic  programs  to  match  its  own  particular 
mission  and  the  needs  of  the  surrounding  communities.  The  University's  tradition 
of  community  service,  the  geographical  location  of  its  instructional  units  and  its 
unwavering  attention  to  student  needs  make  it  especially  attractive  and  accessible  to 
students  of  limited  economic  means. 

Airway  Science  Program 

Established  in  1985,  the  Airway  Science  Program,  with  its  state-of-the-art 
instructional  equipment  and  facilities,  is  designed  to  better  prepare  young  men  and 
women  for  critical  administrative,  technical  and  management  positions  in  the 
aviation  industry.  Located  on  lAUPR's  Bayamon  Campus,  the  program  offers 
Bachelor  of  Science  degrees  in  four  specialization  areas  approved  by  the  Federal 
Aviation  Administration  (FA A):  1)  Airway  Science  Management;  2)  Airway 
Electronic  Systems;  3)  Airway  Computer  Science,  and  4)  Aircraft  Systems 
Management.  Our  new  facility  at  the  Isla  Grande  Airport  provides  seven 
classrooms,  a  conference  room,  computer  and  electronics  laboratories,  a 
meteorology  laboratory,  and  flight  and  air  traffic  control  simulation  laboratories.  It 
also  includes  a  propulsion  laboratory  (engines),  aviation  electronic  equipment 
laboratory,  avionics,  aircraft  structures  and  hydraulic  systems.  A  hangar  of  10,000 
square  feet  for  aircraft  maintenance  is  also  part  of  the  facilities.  Since  1990,  access  to 
all  LAUPR  system  libraries  is  made  possible  through  9  computer  terminals,  which 
are  served  by  an  on-line  DOBIS/LEUVEN  system  connected  to  the  Technical 
Processing  Center  located  at  the  Metropolitan  Campus. 
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During  the  last  four  years,  we  have  developed  competent  aviation 
professionals  to  occupy  technical  and  administrative  positions  with  the  Federal 
Aviation  Administration  (FAA),  American  Airlines  and  American  Eagle; 
developed  effective  teaching  methods  and  courses  (approved  by  the  FAA), 
particularly  for  the  Flight  Program;  provided  continuing  education  programs  and 
workshops  on  aerospace  education  and  flight  safety  to  professors,  flight  instructors, 
and  pilots;  and  received  FAA  approval  for  the  ground  school  courses  and 
certification  for  the  Pilot  Ground  School. 

The  strengths  of  our  aviation  program  are  many:  an  experienced  faculty,  a 
rigorous  curriculum,  and  a  demonstrated  competence  in  the  teaching  of  critically 
needed  professionals.  The  Airway  Science  Program  meets  the  national  need  by 
educating  students  in  math,  science,  and  computer  technology;  preparing  quedified 
teachers  to  teach  Aviation  and  Avionics  to  meet  the  needs  of  colleges,  universities 
and  high  schools;  providing  opportxinities  for  disadvantaged  students;  and  creating 
life-long  learning  opportunities. 

As  we  mentioned,  the  demand  for  highly  trained  air,  ground,  space, 
management  and  technical  persormel  in  the  aviation  industries  is  continuing  to 
grow.  Specialized  programs  such  as  ours  will  serve  as  the  foundation  for  educating 
the  highly  skilled  human  resources  necesseiry  to  maintain  our  historical  position  as 
the  world's  leader  in  aviation  and  aviation-related  industries. 

Our  Commitment  to  the  Community 

Access  to  education  is  a  major  issue  in  our  society  especially  in  the 
environment  of  rising  costs  and  the  reversal  of  federal  emd  state  revenues  to  private 
colleges  and  universities.  lAUPR's  mission  is  to  provide  access  and  opportunity  to 
higher  education  to  all  individuals,  thereby,  assuring  that  the  cultural  diversity  of 
its  student  body  compcu-es  to  that  of  the  nation.  Clearly,  disadvantaged  students 
need  access  to  aviation  education.  Moreover,  the  community  as  a  whole  needs  the 
University  to  provide  both  access  and  success  of  <dl  segments  of  the  population,  as 
well  as  to  underscore  the  many  ccireer  opportunities  in  aviation,  transportation  and 
related  fields. 
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Virtually  all  Inter  American  University  students  are  Hispanic-American 
residents  of  Puerto  Rico  who  belong  to  low  income  households.  A  majority  of  the 
parents  of  Pell  Grant  recipients  (over  80%)  can  only  pay  between  2.4%  and  12%  of 
the  $4,170  Pell  Grant  average  cost.  The  unemployment  rate  of  16  to  24  year  olds  on 
the  Island  is  30.4%.  Although  additional  student  aid  is  necessary,  lAUPR's 
outstanding  record  of  providing  scholarships,  federal-  and  state-funded  financial 
assistance  programs  (grants  and  loans)  and  a  wide  array  of  academic  programs  has 
enabled  this  segment  of  the  population  to  receive  a  substantive  and  meaningful 
education  and  will  certainly  make  a  difference  to  our  nation  and  region. 

In  addition  to  its  direct  educational  contributions,  lAUPR  has  contributed  to 
the  economic  productivity,  social  capability  and  progress  of  the  Puerto  Rican 
community.  lAUPR's  activity  has  generated  approximately  5,700  jobs  for  the  Puerto 
Rican  economy  over  the  last  five  years,  including  jobs  in  operations  (faculty  and 
non-faculty),  construction,  and  the  external  employment  market.  The  University 
also  owns  lands  and  buildings  valued  at  $124.6  million  which,  if  used  as  collateral, 
are  potentially  available  to  help  finance  economic  enterprises. 

Looking  to  the  Future  -  Maintaining  and  Meeting  Additional  Program  Needs 

As  with  most  private  intitutions,  the  most  pressing  financial  problem  faced 
by  the  University  is  its  high  dependency  on  tuition-based  income.  The  direction  the 
University  will  follow  depends  upon  its  ability  to  curtail  this  high  dependency  and 
to  diversify  its  revenue  base  so  that  it  may  have  sufficient  funds  for  continued 
growth.  Another  concern  is  the  tremendous  increase  in  operational  costs  that  result 
from  rising  inflation,  high  competition,  and  new  federal  regulations.  With  respect 
to  the  Airway  Science  Program,  these  rising  costs  could  have  a  significant  impact  on 
our  future  plans,,  which  include: 

•  Creating  and  developing  methods  of  scientific  investigation  in  the  field  of 
aviation  with  the  purpose  of  improving  safety  and  a  better  administration  of 
aviation  enterprises; 

•  Developing  a  program  towards  the  Master's  Degree  in  Airway  Science 
Management; 
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•  Developing  a  school  of  aeronautics  in  order  to  provide  training  and  flight 
instruction;  and 

•  Designing  a  new  Aviation  Maintenance  Technology  Program. 

Outside  of  a  1987  FAA  grant  for  construction  needs,  lAUPR  has  wholly 
funded,  through  tuition  revenue  and  private  contributions,  the  establishment  and 
operation  of  its  Airway  Science  Program,  including  the  construction  of  its  facilities, 
the  purchase  of  equipment  and  educational  materials,  and  the  financing  of 
operating  and  personnel  costs,  to  name  a  few.  Our  exceptional  collection  of 
technical  and  specialized  programs  are  costly  and  require  substantial  investments  in 
equipment  and  laboratories.  Furthermore,  the  development  of  new  technologies 
requires  frequent  equipment  enhancement  in  order  to  familiarize  students  with  the 
latest  technological  advancements.  In  order  to  ensure  that  students  are  receiving 
the  education  necessary  to  successfully  contribute  to  the  aviation  industry,  some 
federal  assistance  is  needed.  For  FY  1994,  the  University  needs  approximately 
$1,610,000  to  purchase  flight  training,  classroom  and  aircraft  maintenance 
equipment,  and  equipment  for  our  Aviation  Electronics  Laboratory  (see  attached  list 
for  a  breakdown  of  specific  equipment  needs).  The  University  is  committed  to  make 
the  financial  contribution  necessary  to  meet  our  local  match.  This  much  needed 
equipment  will  enable  us  to  maintain,  as  well  as  expand  upon,  our  aviation 
education  program  in  an  efficient  and  effective  manner.  It  will  also  enable  us  to 
continue  our  current  curriculum  and  training,  while  at  the  same  time  pursue  our 
future  expansion  needs. 

Conclvsion 

lAUPR  has  the  ability  to  respond  to  the  national  need  and  to  identify 
elements  in  training  and  education  that  are  essential  to  the  safe  functioning  of  the 
airspace  industry  system  today  and  in  the  future.  As  we  continue  our  mission  in 
these  areas,  we  realize  that  the  future  success  and  growth  of  our  program  cannot  be 
accomplished  independently.  By  assisting  lAUPR,  you  would  create  a  partnership 
between  the  federal  government,  the  University,  and  the  aviation  industry  to 
continue  viable  career  paths  to  fill  a  well  documented  manpower  need,  as  well  as 
assist  the  nation  in  meeting  the  aviation  challenges  of  the  21st  century.     Your 
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$1,610,000  investment  for  our  equipment  needs  will  go  far  in  improving  the 
aviation  education  available  in  Puerto  Rico,  and  will  enable  us  to  undertake  our 
other  expansion  efforts  in  a  timely  manner.  The  lAUPR  Airway  Science  Program 
provides  the  opportunity  to  take  a  reasonable,  practical  and  cost  effective  approach 
to  addressing  our  growing  aviation  needs.  In  addition,  lAUPR  will  be  able  to 
continue  to  address  the  economic  and  social  needs  of  a  significantly  disadvantaged 
community. 


6 


912 


Equipment  and  Materials  Needed  for 

Program  Development  of  the 

School  of  Aeronautics  -  Inter  American  University  of  Puerto  Rico 

Flight  Training  Equipment 

3  sets  of  video  casettes  for  training  $   4,000.00 

Instructors  trciining  equipment  and  supplies  3,000.00 

Instructors  Continued  Education  Program  5,000.00 

1  Turbine  Hight  Simulator  (Frasca  242-T)  500,000.00 

Aircraft  Maintenance  Equipment 

1  set  of  jacks  of  accessories  3,000.00 

Non-destructive  inspection  equipment  5,000.00 

Aircraft  weight  and  balance  equipment  4,000.00 

1  Ground  power  unit  4,000.00 

1  Tow  tractor  small  (Kugota)  4,000.00 
Aircraft  Maintenance  support  spare  parts  and  equipment  60,000.00 

2  Spare  aircraft  engines  (overhaul)  30,000.00 
1  Fueling  Vehicle  (truck)  35,000.00 
1  passenger  van  25,000.00 

Aircraft  Maintenance  Technology  Program 

Classroom  materials  and  equipment  for  training  25,000.00 

Trairung  devices  (hydraulic,  electrical,  powerplant  systems)  200,000.00 

Machines  and  tools  for  shops  200,000.00 

Turbines  (for  training)  60,000.00 

Reciprocating  engines  (for  training)  30,000.00 

Laboratory  equipment  (tables,  chairs,  cabinets,  etc.)  25,000.00 

Materials  for  training  (sheet  metal,  plastics  paints,  etc.)  20,000.00 

Hangar  equipment  and  materials  (stands,  dolleys,  etc.)  30,000.00 

Uniforms  and  related  supplies  5,000.00 
Test  cell  and  storage  room  for  testing  turbines  and  reciprocating 

engines  20,000.00 
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Aviation  Electronics  Laboratory  (Avionics) 


200,000.00 
80,000.00 


Testing  trouble-shooting  and  calibrating  equipment 
Aircraft  avionics  equipment  for  training  purposes        '■'■ 

Classroom  Equipment 

,0  PC  computers  »  30.000.00 

4  morutor  video  combination  and  carts  j,uuu.uu 

TOTAL  $1,610,000.00 
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Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you  for  being  with  us. 

I  don't  have  any  questions. 

Mr.  Regula? 

Mr.  Regula.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  be  interested  in  a  httle 
more  precise  definition  of  airway  science.  What  do  you  teach  and 
what  are  the  students  who  graduate  from  this  qualified  to  do? 

Ms.  Lopez.  We  offer  a  bachelor's  degree.  In  that  bachelor's 
degree  we  have  four  concentrations.  The  Airway  Science  Manage- 
ment that  trains  students  to  be  either  administrators  for  govern- 
ment or  within  the  government,  with  the  FAA,  or  also  with  private 
industry,  such  as  American  Airlines,  and  so  forth.  We  have  airway 
electronic  system,  and  airway  computer  system,  and  finally  the  air- 
craft system  management,  which  is  training  of  pilots. 

Our  students,  we  have  already  graduated  approximately  42  stu- 
dents, and  half  of  those  are  working  in  the — what  we  call  the  main 
line  within  the  United  States,  and  we  have  approximately  10 
alumni  working  with  the  FAA  in  Puerto  Rico. 

Again,  we'  are  providing  access  to  other  students  from  the  Carib- 
bean to  come  and  train  and  later  work  within  their  islands  and 
South  America. 

Mr.  Regula.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you  very  much.  We  appreciate  your  being  here. 

Ms.  Lopez.  Muchas  gracias. 


Monday,  March  29,  1993. 

AMERICAN  COALITION  FOR  TRAFFIC  SAFETY,  INC  (ACTS) 

WITNESS 

PHIL    HASELTINE,    PRESIDENT,    AMERICAN    COALITION    FOR    TRAFFIC 
SAFETY,  INC. 

Mr.  Carr.  Our  next  witness  will  be  from  the  American  Coalition 
for  Traffic  Safety,  Phil  Haseltine. 

Thank  you  for  being  here. 

Mr.  Haseltine.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Carr.  Nice  tie. 

Mr.  Haseltine.  Thank  you. 

Yours  as  well.  In  combination  with  the  shirt,  it  is  particularly 
nice. 

The  subcommittee  has  a  distinguished  record  in  supporting  high- 
way safety  programs.  I  am  pleased  to  have  the  opportunity  to  con- 
tinue to  work  with  it  under  your  able  leadership,  Mr.  Chairman. 

You  have  my  statement.  I  know  it  is  going  into  the  record. 

Mr.  Carr.  Absolutely. 

Mr.  Haseltine.  I  don't  want  to  go  into  the  detail  about  the 
number  of  traffic  fatalities  we  have  been  experiencing.  I  suspect  ev- 
erybody who  comes  before  you  from  NHTSA  mentions  those  num- 
bers. I  think  they  have  been  declining  steadily  in  the  last  four 
years  and  the  longer-term  trend  has  been  even  more  positive.  In- 
creased safety-belt  use  and  reduced  alcohol  involvement  in  crashes 
has  been  major  factors  in  achieving  those  fatality  reductions. 

Most  importantly,  even  more  lives  can  be  saved  in  the  future.  In- 
creasing numbers  of  air  bags  and  anti-lock  brakes  along  with  other 
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vehicle  safety  improvements  will  help,  but  we  need  to  do  more  in 
the  safety  area,  if  the  downward  trend  is  to  continue. 

As  you  know,  the  fight  to  reduce  the  fatalities  and  injuries  on 
our  highways  is  always  made  more  difficult  by  the  fact  that  vehicle 
miles  traveled  increase  each  year. 

Our  progress  to  date  is  simply  not  good  enough.  If  Canadian 
provinces  can  achieve  belt  use  levels  in  excess  of  90  percent,  our 
States  ought  to  be  able  to  do  that  as  well. 

I  was  pleased  the  other  day  to  hear  Transportation  Secretary 
Pena  announce  a  goal  of  75  percent  safety-belt  use  by  1996.  I  think 
that  is  a  good  start. 

Congress  and  the  subcommittee  can  do  severzd  things.  Section 
153  of  the  ISTEA  provides  powerful  incentives  for  States  to  enact 
an  effective  enforcement  for  seat  belt  use  and  motorcycle  helmet 
laws.  I  have  been  on  both  sides  of  the  attempt  to  force  enforcement 
by  withholding  highway  funds. 

I  think  this  was  a  carfuUy  crafted  piece  of  legislation  that  stops 
short  of  doing  that.  It  will  result  in  higher  safety-belt  and  motorcy- 
cle helmet  use. 

I  urge  you — and  I  understand  there  are  bills  active  in  the  Con- 
gress to  weaken  or  modify  those,  and  I  urge  you  and  the  Members 
of  the  subcommittee  to  strongly  resist  any  such  efforts  to  either 
repeal  or  weaken  this  lifesaving  measure. 

Many  of  our  most  effective  safety  programs  originate  at  the 
State  and  local  levels,  using  funding  provided  through  the  Section 
402  State  Community  Highway  Safety  Program.  I  would  urge  the 
subcommittee  to  fund  this  program  at  the  authorized  levels  of  $140 
million  for  NHTSA,  $20  million  for  the  Federal  Highway  Adminis- 
tration component  of  it. 

Finally,  I  want  to  add  when  one  looks  at  all  of  NHTSA's  pro- 
grams, some  more  effective  than  others,  its  protection  program  en- 
couraging belt  use  is  among  its  most  effective  efforts. 

I  would  ask  you  do  everjrthing  within  your  power  to  promote  this 
program  £ind  to  use  the  power  of  the  subcommittee  help  keep  it  on 
track. 

That  concludes  my  statement,  Mr.  Chairman. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Haseltine  follows:] 
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Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  subcommittee,  I  am  Phil 
Haseltine,  president  of  the  American  Coalition  for  Traffic  Safety 
(ACTS) .  I  very  much  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  testify  before 
the  subcommittee  as  you  develop  Fiscal  Year  1994  funding  levels  for 
the  National  Highway  Traffic  Safety  Administration  (NHTSA) . 

Two  years  ago  I  testified  before  this  subcommittee  and 
outlined  the  progress  in  highway  safety  during  the  decade  of  the 
1980s.  I  noted  that  traffic  fatalities,  which  averaged  over  51,000 
at  the  start  of  the  decade,  dropped  to  45,555  by  1989.  I  pointed 
out  that  NHTSA,  at  the  start  of  the  decade,  was  forecasting  70,000 
annual  highway  deaths  by  1990.  And,  I  suggested  what  I  thought  to 
be  a  very  bold  objective  of  reducing  annual  fatalities  to  fewer 
than  40,000  by  the  year  2000. 

NHTSA' s  preliminary  estimates  for  1992  indicate  that  39,500 
people  died  in  traffic  crashes.  So  much  for  my  bold  objective 
setting.  Given  the  continuing  downward  trend  in  fatalities,  a  year 
2000  objective  in  the  range  of  30,000  annual  fatalities  appears 
more  realistic.  A  chart  depicting  the  dramatic  drop  in  fatalities 
and  fatality  rates  is  attached  to  my  statement. 

How  did  these  dramatic  improvements  come  about?  Increased 
safety-belt  use  is,  perhaps,  the  greatest  single  factor.  Forty 
three  states  have  enacted  belt-use  laws  since  1984  and  belt  use  has 
increased  from  13  to  62  percent. 

Many  other  factors  have  also  been  important  contributors  to 
the  lower  number  of  fatalities  and  injuries.  Alcohol  involvement 
in  crashes  is  down  and  drunk  driving  is  no  longer  socially  accepted 
behavior.  Transporting  young  children  in  child  safety  seats  has 
become  the  norm.  Motor  vehicles  are  increasingly  safer.  Safety 
features  such  as  airbags  and  antilock  brakes  will  save  even  more 
lives  in  the  future. 

But,  we  must  do  more  in  the  future  if  we  expect  the  number  of 
fatalities  to  decline  further.  And,  we  can.  Other  countries  enjoy 
significantly  higher  belt  use  levels  than  we  do  in  the  United 
States.  Belt  use  in  Canada,  for  example,  is  85  percent  and  the 
Canadian  government  has  an  announced  goal  of  95  percent  use  by 
1995. 


ACTS 


917 


We  at  ACTS  are  working  to  get  jurisdictions  in  this  country  to 
emulate  Canada's  successful  programs.  To  that  end,  ACTS  recently 
CO- sponsored  with  NHTSA  our  second  National  Leadership  Conference 
on  Increasing  Safety  Belt  Use  in  the  U.S.  The  conferees  identified 
23  specific  long  term  recommendations  for  increasing  belt  use. 
Among  these  recommendations  are  strengthening  state  belt-use  laws 
and  adopting  the  enforcement  strategies  used  in  Canada. 

At  the  recent  Lifesavers  11  conference  in  Chicago, 
Transportation  Secretary  Federico  Pena  annoxinced  a  new  national 
objective  of  75  percent  belt  use  by  1996.  This  commitment  by  the 
new  administration  is  most  encouraging. 

Congress  has  also  been  doing  its  part  to  increase  safety-belt 
use.  Sec.  153  of  the  Intermodal  Surface  Transportation  Efficiency 
Act  of  1991  (ISTEA)  provides  powerful  incentives  to  the  states  to 
adopt  and  effectively  enforce  safety-belt  use  and  motorcycle  helmet 
laws.  Included  is  a  mix  of  grants  to  states  having  effective  belt 
use  and  helmet  laws,  and  diversions  of  highway  funds  to  safety 
programs  for  states  which  do  not.  This  carefully  crafted  section 
has  the  potential  to  save  additional  lives  on  our  highways. 

Congress  now  has  before  it  proposals  to  repeal  Sec.  153.  I 
urge  the  members  of  the  subcommittee  to  oppose  any  effort  to  repeal 
or  weaken  Sec.  153.  The  eleven  hundred  attendees  at  the  Lifesavers 
11  conference  passed  a  resolution  in  support  of  Sec.  153.  A  copy 
of  that  resolution  is  attached  to  my  statement  sind  I  respectfully 
request  that  this  resolution  be  included  in  the  hearing  record. 

Most  of  the  progress  we  have  seen  in  highway  safety  is  the 
result  of  programs  which  are  implemented  at  the  state  and  local 
levels.  The  Sec.  402  State  and  Community  Highway  Safety  Program 
funding  administered  by  NHTSA  and  the  Federal  Highway 
Administration  is  vital  to  these  efforts.  My  experience  as  the 
governor's  highway  safety  representative  in  Michigan,  as  a  senior 
official  at  the  Department  of  Trsmsportation  and,  now,  as  a 
private-sector  safety  official;  has  shown  me  the  value  of  this 
important  ingredient  in  the  drive  to  ensure  continued  reductions  in 
highway  fatalities. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  subcommittee  has  traditionally  played  an 
important  role  in  making  America's  highways  safer.  I  am  confident 
that  this  trend  will  continue  under  your  c±)le  leadership.  I 
appreciate  the  opportunity  to  testify  and  would  be  pleased  to 
respond  to  any  questions  that  you  or  other  members  of  the 
subcommittee  may  have.   Thank  you. 
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We  at  ACTS  are  working  to  get  jurisdictions  in  this  country  to 
emulate  Canada's  successful  programs.  To  that  end,  ACTS  recently 
CO -sponsored  with  NHTSA  our  second  National  Leadership  Conference 
on  Increasing  Safety  Belt  Use  in  the  U.S.  The  conferees  identified 
23  specific  long  term  recommendations  for  increasing  belt  use. 
Among  these  recommendations  are  strengthening  state  belt -use  laws 
and  adopting  the  enforcement  strategies  used  in  Canada. 

At  the  recent  Lifesavers  11  conference  in  Chicago, 
Transportation  Secretary  Federico  Pena  announced  a  new  national 
objective  of  75  percent  belt  use  by  1996.  This  commitment  by  the 
new  administration  is  most  encouraging. 

Congress  has  also  been  doing  its  part  to  increase  safety-belt 
use.  Sec.  153  of  the  Intermodal  Surface  Transportation  Efficiency 
Act  of  1991  (ISTEA)  provides  powerful  incentives  to  the  states  to 
adopt  and  effectively  enforce  safety-belt  use  and  motorcycle  helmet 
laws.  Included  is  a  mix  of  grants  to  states  having  effective  belt 
use  and  helmet  laws,  and  diversions  of  highway  funds  to  safety 
programs  for  states  which  do  not.  This  carefully  crafted  section 
has  the  potential  to  save  additional  lives  on  our  highways. 

Congress  now  has  before  it  proposals  to  repeal  Sec.  153.  I 
urge  the  members  of  the  subcommittee  to  oppose  any  effort  to  repeal 
or  weaken  Sec.  153.  The  eleven  hundred  attendees  at  the  Lifesavers 
11  conference  passed  a  resolution  in  support  of  Sec.  153.  A  copy 
of  that  resolution  is  attached  to  my  statement  and  I  respectfully 
request  that  this  resolution  be  included  in  the  hearing  record. 

Most  of  the  progress  we  have  seen  in  highway  safety  is  the 
result  of  programs  which  are  implemented  at  the  state  and  local 
levels.  The  Sec.  402  State  and  Community  Highway  Safety  Program 
funding  administered  by  NHTSA  and  the  Federal  Highway 
Administration  is  vital  to  these  efforts.  My  experience  as  the 
governor's  highway  safety  representative  in  Michigan,  as  a  senior 
official  at  the  Department  of  Transportation  and,  now,  as  a 
private-sector  safety  official;  has  shown  me  the  value  of  this 
important  ingredient  in  the  drive  to  ensure  continued  reductions  in 
highway  fatalities. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  subcommittee  has  traditionally  played  an 
important  role  in  making  America's  highways  safer.  I  am  confident 
that  this  trend  will  continue  under  your  able  leadership.  I 
appreciate  the  opportunity  to  testify  and  would  be  pleased  to 
respond  to  any  questions  that  you  or  other  members  of  the 
subcommittee  may  have.   Thank  you. 
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RESOLUTION  ON  SECTION  153 

AT  UFESAVERS  II 

MARCH  15, 1993 


WHEREAS,  approximately  40,000  people  are  killed  and  millions  injured 
annually  in  motor  vehicle  crashes  in  the  United  States;  and 

WHEREAS,  thousands  of  these  deaths  and  injuries  could  be  prevented  by  the 
use  of  safety  belts  and  motorcycle  helmets;  and 

WHEREAS,  state  safety  belt  and  all-rider  motorcycle  helmet  use  laws  are  the 
most  effective  means  to  get  people  to  buckle  up  and  to  wear  helmets;  and 

WHEREAS,  taxpayers  pay  a  large  percentage  of  the  cost  of  motor  vehicle 
crash  deaths  and  injuries;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  recent  federal  surface  transportation  law  ~  the  Intermodal 
Surface  Transportation  Efficiency  Act  (ISTEA)  ~  included  provisions  to 
encourage  states  to  enact  safety  belt  and  all-rider  motorcycle  helmet  use  laws, 
known  as  Section  153, 

THEREFORE,  the  LIFESAVERS  11  Conference  hereby  resolves  to  endorse 
Section  153  and  to  oppose  efforts  to  weaken  or  repeal  these  provisions. 
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Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Haseltine. 

You  were  in  the  room  when  I  asked  Mr.  Teether  about  the  ques- 
tion about  the  NTSB  recommendations.  Have  you  had  a  chance  to 
look  at  them? 

Mr.  Haseltine.  I  think  the  administrative  license  should  be 
adopted  by  all  of  the  States,  I  think  we  have  them  in  37  or  38  now. 
The  notion  of  zero  or  no  alcohol  consumption  for  young  teenage 
drivers  makes  a  lot  of  sense  to  me. 

Many  of  us,  even  as  old  as  me,  can  remember  when  we  were 
teenagers.  I  think  it  is  time  we  dealt  with  that  issue.  The  notion  of 
curfews  kind  of  approaches  the  line  in  terms  of  what  may  be  ac- 
ceptable or  what  may  not  be  acceptable.  But  it  is  clear  to  me  the 
combination  of  young,  inexperienced  drivers,  inexperienced  both  in 
driving  and  dealing  responsibly  with  beverage  alcohol,  particularly 
driving  at  night,  that  is  a  very  bad  combination,  and  we  need  to  do 
something  about,  it  sir. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Wolf? 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  defer  to  Mr.  Regula. 

Mr.  Carr.  You  were  here  this  morning. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Yes,  I  was. 

I  thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  have  a  couple  of  questions. 

On  the  teenage  drivers,  what  would  you  recommend? 

I  agree  with  you,  and  I  just  wanted  to  try  and  draw  you  out.  We 
are  contacting  Senator  Danforth's  office.  He  has  some  positive  leg- 
islation that  would  not  be  an  incentive  program  rather  than  sanc- 
tions. There  was  a  tragic  accident  in  my  congressional  district  over 
the  weekend,  and  I  know  the  family. 

What  can  we  do?  What  do  you  think,  with  your  experience? 

Mr.  Haseltine.  Sadly,  none  of  the  kids  were  belted.  Their  inju- 
ries, no  doubt,  would  have  been  mitigated  somewhat  if  they  had 
been  belted.  From  what  I  read  in  the  newspapers,  there  was  alco- 
hol involvement. 

If  that  is  the  case,  it  may  well  have  contributed  to  the  crash. 
There  was  apparently  some  poor  judgment  exercised  by  the  driver 
in  terms  of  the  speed,  the  manner  which  the  vehicle  was  being 
driven. 

I  think  it  is  a  classic  case  of  youngsters  without  a  lot  of  experi- 
ence in  any  of  these  areas.  Any  of  several  things  could  have  pre- 
vented the  injuries,  but  there  were  too  many  possible  things  to  go 
wrong. 

Again,  think  tougher  enforcement  of  our  21  year  old  drinking 
laws.  These  kids  were  all  below  the  legal  drinking  age. 

If  they  are  16  or  17  year  olds,  I  think  drivers  licences,  and  this  is 
a  State  not  a  Federal  matter,  but  drivers  licences  for  probably  the 
first  year  should  be  limited  to  daytime  use  only.  States  do  that  on  a 
individual  basis  for  older  drivers. 

Mr.  Wolf.  When  they  grant  the  license,  it  is  just  for  daytime 
driving? 

Mr.  Haseltine.  I  am  not  sure  any  State  does  that.  Some  of  them 
on  their  temporary  permits  do. 
I  will  provide  a  list. 
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Mr.  Wolf.  If  you  would  just  look  at  this  issue  from  your  back- 
ground, and  see  what  we  can  do.  I  thought  Mike  Barnes  did  a  very 
constructive  thing  years  ago.  I  made  a  comment  that  he  will  never 
know  all  the  families  he  kept  from  experiencing  the  pain  and  suf- 
fering when  he  raised  the  drinking  age  to  21. 

If  you  could  look  at  it  from  both  punitive  and  positive  approaches 
I  would  appreciate  it. 

Mr.  Wolf.  What  is  your  feeling  about  prohibiting  the  use  of 
radar  detectors  in  trucks?  I  know  some  trucks  go  over  65  miles  an 
hour,  particularly  on  Route  81 

Mr.  Haseltine.  He  have  seen  one  or  two  myself. 

Mr.  Wolf.  How  do  you  feel  about  banning  radar  detectors  in 
trucks,  or  if  you  had  to  narrow  it  down,  prohibiting  radar  detectors 
in  trucks  carrying  hazardous  materials? 

Mr.  Haseltine.  I  see  no  positive  benefit  of  radar  detectors  in 
trucks,  period.  While  my  organization  hasn't  taken  a  position,  I 
personally  feel  very  comfortable  with  banning  radar  detectors  in 
all  commercial  vehicles. 

Mr.  Wolf.  You  would  favor  that? 

Mr.  Haseltine.  Yes. 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Regula? 

Mr.  Regula.  Would  you  ban  them  in  all  vehicles? 

I  don't  have  one,  so  I  am  asking. 

Mr.  Haseltine.  I  don't  have  one  either,  by  the  way.  I  don't  have 
a  position  on  that,  I  guess.  I  think  banning  them  in  trucks  makes 
sense.  There  are  a  whole  range  of  economic  reasons  why — we  are 
putting  industries  out  of  business  on  the  one  hand.  On  the  other 
hand,  we  have  got  one  set  of  technology  overcoming  another  set  of 
technology. 

I  wonder  how  many  resources  we  have  wasted.  We  got  first 
radar,  than  radar  detectors.  Now  law  enforcement  is  using  laser 
speed  detectors.  And  there  are  laser  speed  measuring  devices. 

There  are  new  detectors  for  those.  There  are  radar  detectors. 
Where  does  it  stop? 

It  is  an  interesting  industry  that  we  have  created.  Clearly,  I 
don't  see  any  positive  need  for  anybody  to  have  a  radar  detector. 

I  am  not  sure  that,  as  one  of  somewhat  conservative  philosophi- 
cal background,  that  I  want  to  push  banning  them  for  the  entire 
population  at  this  point.  Regulated  carriers  in  interstate  commerce, 
that  is  something  else,  and  most  particularly  for  hazardous  materi- 
al haulers. 

Mr.  Carr.  Give  me  your  thoughts  on  driver  training. 

Mr.  Haseltine.  Driver  training — I  think  it  does  a  good  job  of 
teaching  skills.  The  reason  I  got  into  traffic  safety  in  1970  was  I  did 
an  independent  study  course  in  my  senior  year  in  economics  in 
Michigan  State  and  my  professor  said  you  could  do  it  on  two  topics, 
either  the  salmon  or  the  introduction  of  driver  education. 

I  think  driver  education  has  gone  downhill  in  this  country  with 
respect  to  the  resources  that  local  school  districts  put  into  it.  There 
are  some  good  reasons  behind  that  that  have  everything  to  do  with 
the  overall  problems  in  our  education  system. 

But  in  30  hours  in  classroom  and  six  hours  behind  the  wheel,  I 
don't  think  we  can  expect  driver  training  to  teach  youngsters 
values  and  the  ability  to  make  sound  judgments  that  are  necessary 
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for  them  too  avoid  crashes  and  successfully  drive  an  automobile. 
You  can  in  those  36  hours  certainly  teach  them  the  basic  skills 
needed,  and  at  least  make  them  aware  of  some  of  the  issues  in- 
volved with  buckling  up,  with  drinking  and  driving  in  combination 
with  using  drugs  and  driving. 

But  I  think  there  is  a  place  for  driver  education.  I  don't  think  we 
can  assume  that  if  a  kid  has  had  the  best  driver  education  class  in 
the  world,  he  or  she  is  always  going  to  go  out  and  be  a  safe  driver. 
There  is  still  something  about  the  maturation  process,  and  that  has 
to  come  from  the  home,  from  the  family,  their  entire  environment. 

Mr.  Carr.  You  have  a  very  nice  chart  in  here,  incidentally.  We 
appreciate  your  giving  it  to  us. 

What  do  you  think  is  the  acceptable  level  of  highway  fatalities?  I 
know  it  is  not  sort  of  politically  correct  to  talk  about  any  level,  any 
death  being  politically  acceptable.  However,  this  committee  has  to 
deal  with  resources,  and  it  seems  to  me  that  at  some  point  we 
could  chart  that  a  certain  level  of  funding  is  optimal,  and  to  get  to 
higher  levels  of  safety  we  might  have  to  expend  extraordinary 
amounts  of  money  to  get  a  very  marginal  output. 

Where  do  we  declare — not  victory,  but  where  do  we  declare  that 
we  have  hit  the  optimal  cost-to-benefit  ratio  so  that  we  don't  end 
up  tripping  over  into  wasting  money  in  safety  in  ways  where  the 
additional  dollar  has  maybe  no  or  even  negative  marginal  utility? 

Can  you  give  us 

Mr.  Haseltine.  Let  me  start  with  an  achievable — 

Mr.  Carr.  Is  it  35,  is  it  30? 

Mr.  Haseltine.  I  think  by  the  end  of  this  decade  that  a  target  of 
somewhere  in  the  range  of  30,000  fatalities  per  year  is  very  achiev- 
able. And  I  would  think  that  we  will  be  enough  smarter  seven 
years  from  now  than  we  are  today,  that  we  will  figure  out  how  to 
make  additional  gains  beyond  that. 

I  think  most  of  the  improvement  that  we  are  going  to  make  from 
now  until  then,  if  we  could  go  from  the  39,500  tentative  in  1982, 
down  to  30,000  in  the  section  seven  years,  that  is  just  tremendous 
on  the  one  hand.  On  the  other  hand,  while  what  this  committee 
and  what  Congress  does  is  important,  I  don't  think  huge  increases 
in  highway  safety  funding,  quite  frankly,  would  accelerate  that 
process. 

I  think  we  are  going  to  go  from  39,000  to  close  to  30,000,  because 
we  are  going  to  have  air  bags,  anti-lock  brakes  and  all  the  improve- 
ments we  are  now  seeing  in  the  new  car  fleet,  the  new  cars  being 
sold  today,  but  in  another  seven  years  from  now  we  are  going  to 
have  gotten  rid  of  a  lot  of  the  old  clunkers  that  don't  have  the  new 
technologies. 

We  are  going  to  see  increasing  use  of  seat  belts  in  this  country.  I 
think  we  are  going  to  see  further  improvements  in  drunk  driving. 
But  most  improvement  on  the  law  enforcement  side  isn't  so  much 
an  issue  of  throwing  additional  dollars  at  it  out  of  the  Congress.  It 
may  take  more  cops  at  the  local  level.  But  it  may  take  attention  to 
enforcing  the  traffic  laws  we  have  got  on  the  books. 

Some  of  that  takes  additional  law  enforcement  resources  which 
are  strapped.  That  is  primarily  a  local  funding  problem,  not  yours. 
And  some  of  it  is  just  using  our  resources  more  wisely  and  smarter, 
paying  more  attention  to  the  traffic  enforcement  function. 
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Law  enforcement  in  general,  if  they — cops  like  to  make  felony 
busts  and  that  is  terrific,  and  we  should,  we  have  got  a  lot  of  major 
crime  problems.  In  terms  of  the  impact  on  a  resident  of  a  commu- 
nity, they  can  probably  have  greater  impact  by  strictly  enforcing 
traffic  laws,  whether  it  be  speed  laws,  belt  laws,  drunk  driving 
laws,  three  of  which  may  have  prevented  the  tragedy  we  had  in 
your  district  over  the  weekend,  Mr.  Wolf. 

Mr.  Haseltine.  And  that  doesn't  take  additional  money  from 
here. 

So  I  think  the  programs,  plus  with  the  funding  support,  the  402 
program,  the  Section  153,  a  couple  of  the  others,  the  kinds  of  ef- 
forts, research  efforts,  within  NHTSA,  I  think  those  are  important. 
But  I  am  not  one,  today  nor  ever,  to  come  and  say,  if  only  you 
could  double  those,  I  think  we  would  save  a  lot  of  lives.  I  think  we 
would  not.  And  there  have  been  some  things  that  have  been  done 
at  that  agency  in  the  past  that  they  are  not  doing  now. 

And  I  certainly  would  not  suggest  reinstituting,  research  vehicle, 
safety  programs,  those  kinds  of  things  that  I  think  can  be  handled 
better  by  the  world's  auto  manufacturers. 

Mr.  Carr.  Does  the  council  have  a  position  on  the  issue  of  on- 
board vapor  recovery? 

Mr.  Haseltine.  We  do.  We  feel  very  strongly  that,  with  any  of 
the  technologies  that  we  have  seen  to  date,  on  board  vapor  recov- 
ery canisters  pose  a  threat  and  will  likely  result  in  increased  fatali- 
ties due  to  increased  fires. 

There  is  no  question  in  my  mind  that  we  are  going  to  see  more 
vehicle  fires  with  vapor  recovery  canisters  and  that,  consequently, 
people  are  going  to  be  burned  and  injured  as  a  result.  I  strongly 
favor  stage-two  recovery  at  the  gasoline  station. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you  for  that  testimony. 

Mr.  Wolf. 

Mr.  Wolf.  How  do  we  compare  with  other  nations?  I  know  we 
probably  drive  more.  So  if  you  looked  at  all  those  factors,  how  do 
we  compare  with  Germany,  Japan,  France? 

Mr.  Haseltine.  If  we  look  at  the  mileage  death  rate,  the  number 
of  fatalities  per  hundred  million  vehicle  miles  traveled,  we  are  the 
best  in  the  world. 

Now,  there  are  a  lot  of  reasons  for  that.  In  Europe,  for  example, 
a  lot  higher  percentage  of  the  driving  is  urbanized,  very  highly  con- 
gested. In  Australia,  they  do  some  things  better;  but  their  roadway 
system  is  not  nearly  as  well  developed  as  ours.  So  by  that  compari- 
son— and  I  think  fatalities  per  population  comparison — we  do  well 
also. 

There  are  other  countries  that  do  better  than  us  in  some  compo- 
nents. Scandinavia  is,  far  better  in  drunk  driving.  Most  of  the  rest 
of  the  world  does  far  better  in  belt  use:  85  percent  in  Canada,  90 
percent  in  the  U.K.,  Australia  and  much  of  Europe. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Did  it  take  them  as  long  as  it  has  taken  us  on  belt 
use?  Did  they  start  earlier  so  they  are  doing  better? 

Mr.  Haseltine.  They  started  before  we  did. 

Mr.  Wolf.  So  are  we  following  the  curve,  if  you  will? 

Mr.  Haseltine.  We  are.  A  lot  of  what  we  are  doing  in  this  coun- 
try right  now  is  following,  basically,  the  Canadian  model;  and  it  is 
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working  well.  We  just  put  out  a  new  brochure,  which  I  will  send 
you  copies  of  on  that  specific  aspect. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank,  Mr.  Haseltine 


Monday,  March  29,  1993. 

AIRPORTS  COUNCIL  INTERNATIONAL,  NORTH  AMERICA 

(ACI-NA) 
AMERICAN  ASSOCIATION  OF  AIRPORT  EXECUTIVES  (AAAE) 

WITNESSES 

GEORGE  P.  HOWARD,  PRESIDENT,  AIRPORTS  COUNCIL  INTERNATIONAL, 
NORTH  AMERICA 

SIEGBERT  PORITZKY 

Mr.  Carr.  Our  next — ^what  I  would  like  to  do  with  the  permission 
of  Mr.  Wolf  is  if  we  could  handle  the  next  five  all  at  one  time. 
Would  that  offend  anybody?  Does  anybody  not  like  one  another; 
wouldn't  want  to  sit  next  to  one  another  at  the  witness  table? 

Why  don't  we  have  Mr.  Howard,  Mr.  Fleming,  Mr.  Ryan,  Mr. 
Brown,  Mr.  Bellino,  and  Mr.  Johannssen,  all  gather  around  the 
table.  This  is  a  very  nice  time.  Given  that  you  are  all  intimately 
interested  in  the  aviation  system  of  America,  I  would  like  to  invite 
you  to  give  us  the  best  of  your  views. 

We  have  your  statements.  They  will  all  be  made  part  of  the 
record  in  full.  Most  of  you  are  known  to  the  committee  and  have 
been  helpful  to  us  in  the  past.  I  appreciate  the  time  and  energy  you 
have  given  to  making  us  a  smarter  committee. 

I  am  going  to  start  off  in  the  order  that  they  are  on  my  list,  if 
that  is  all  right  with  you. 

Mr.  Howard,  why  don't  you  start  out  first. 

Mr.  Howard.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Carr.  Making  your  second  appearance  here  in  about  two 
months. 

Mr.  Howard.  Okay.  I  have  with  me  my  esteemed  colleague,  Mr. 
Poritzky,  our  Senior  Vice  President  of  Technical  Services,  in  case 
anybody  wants  to  get  very  technical. 

Mr.  Carr.  All  right. 

Mr.  Howard.  I  would  like  to  start  off  simply  by  saying  that  I  am 
here  representing  the  Airports  Council  International,  as  well  as 
the  American  Association  of  Airi)ort  Executives.  I  am  President  of 
the  former  organization. 

We,  as  everybody  else  in  this  business,  are  vitally  concerned 
about  the  state  of  the  airlines.  Our  community  airports  certainly 
are  vitally  linked  to  the  success  of  the  airlines.  We  are  very  much 
looking  at  our  costs  these  days.  We  are  also  looking  at — and  we 
think  the  airlines  are  still  looking  at — ^what  has  to  be  fixed  about 
this  system. 

Delays  are  still  increasing.  They  amount  to  billions  of  dollars  of 
losses  for  the  airlines  each  year.  And  it  is  not  just  an  air-side  prob- 
lem, but  it  is  still  a  land-side  problem.  Congestion  and  delay  are 
certainly  rampant  in  many  of  the  Nation's  important  airports.  And 
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I  think,  generally,  we  can  all  concede  that  there  has  been  an  inad- 
equate investment  in  the  infrastructure,  that  we  have  appraised, 
on  a  couple  of  occ£isions  very  recently,  through  capital  needs  sur- 
veys— and  you  may  know  that  they  have  come  up  consistently  with 
about  a  $10  billion  a  year  needs  requirement. 

Now,  that  people  argue  with.  But  I  will  tell  you,  even  if  it  were 
half  of  that,  we  would  still  have  inadequate  funding  sources,  in- 
cluding our  new  source:  the  passenger  facility  charge,  which  we  are 
very  much  relying  on  for  future  investment  in  the  infrastructure 
system. 

So  today  we  are  asking  for  an  AIP,  Airport  Improvement  Pro- 
gram, of  $2.2  billion  compared  to  last  year's  authorization  of  $2.05 
billion. 

A  lot  has  been  said  recently  about  escalating  airport  costs,  and  I 
would  just  like  to  make  a  couple  of  points  on  that. 

Airport  costs,  as  a  percentage  of  total  airline  operating  costs, 
have  been  very  stable  over  the  years,  stable  at  about  4  percent  of 
total  airline  operating  costs.  There  have  been  increases  in  the  last 
few  years.  And  most  of  these  increases,  we  are  quite  sure  of,  have 
come  from — primarily  from  projects  which  the  airlines  have  ap- 
proved, from  the  building  of  hubs,  from  Federal  mandates,  and 
from  just  catching  up  with  the  outmoded  infrastructure. 

I  have  a  paper  on  airline  costs  which  we  have — which  we  would 
like  to  submit  at  this  time. 

Mr.  Carr.  We  will  take  it  as  part  of  the  record. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 

The  aose  Relationship  Benroen  Airports  and  Airlines 

Airports  and  airlines  are  indispensable  to  each  other.  The  travellers  and  shippers  in 
the  community  which  the  airport  serves  are  also  the  customers  of  the  airlines  that 
provide  air  service  to  the  community.  The  economic  benefits  of  airline  service  to 
communities  are  well  recognized. 

Because  airlines  compete  for  the  business  of  these  passengers  and  shippers,  and 
because  each  airline  views  its  priorities  and  interests  at  a  particular  airport  in  a 
different  way,  the  airport  operator  must  exercise  balanced  judgment,  in  the  public 
interest,  in  establishing  airport  policy  and  entering  into  agreements. 

Airport/airline  relationships  are  structured  and  controlled  in  a  variety  of  ways,  each 
of  which  is  unique  to  the  governmental,  operational,  and  financial  circumstances  of 
each  airport.  Airport  operators  promulgate  regulations  controlling  the  use  of  the 
airport,  as  well  as  the  fees  and  charges  to  be  collected  in  the  absence  of  a  contract 

Through  sound  financial  management  and  efficient  operation,  airports  have 
maintained  a  sotmd  finanrial  position.  That  position,  as  well  as  the  broader  benefits 
of  air  transportation  to  the  community,  are  jeopardized  by  the  current  financial 
difficulties  of  the  airline  industry. 

^roort  Costs 

The  costs  of  operating,  maintaining  and  developing  airports  are  much  like  the  costs 
incurred  by  other  public  transportation  facilities.  Airport  operators  seek  to  recover 
these  costs  from  the  variety  of  airport  users  and  tenants.  All  airports,  large  and 
small,  try  to  operate  as  financially  self-sufficient  enterprises  and  to  avoid  tax  subsidy 
if  at  all  possible. 

The  cost  structure  of  each  airport  is  unique,  depending  on  a  variety  of  factors. 
Airports  are  capital  intensive,  and  the  capital  costs  incurred  to  provide  needed 
facilities  tend  to  be  the  major  fixed  cost.  The  magnitude  of  an  airport's  costs  will 
also  vary  with  each  situation.  In  most  cases,  major  capital  development  programs  are 
in  direct  response  to  airline  requests  or  requirements  for  capacity  expansion  or 
enhancement 

Typically,  each  airline  pays  for  its  share  of  the  cost  of  airport  facilities  and  services. 
Each  airline's  cost  of  operating  at  an  airport  will  differ,  depending  on  the  size  and 
nature  of  its  operation,  and  the  facilities  it  uses  or  leases.  An  airline  with  significant 
operations  at  an  airport  will  usually  lease  extensive  facilities,  which  are  often 
construaed  by  the  airport  operator  at  the  request  of  the  airline. 

Airports  are  obliged  to  comply  with  federal  requirements  that  protect  airlines  against 
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unreasonable  or  discriminatoiy  aiiport  diaiges  and  that  recognize  the  goal  of 
economic  seIf-su£Bden^.  Federal  law  allows  public  airports  considerable  flexibility 
regarding  the  ratemaking  methodology,  so  long  as  the  resulting  rates  and  charges  are 
reasonable. 

AiriiiigCiwti 

The  demand  for  air  tranq>ortation  has  grown  remarkabfy  under  deregulation,  and 
US.  airiines  have  grown  to  meet  that  demand.  The  cost  to  the  aiiiines  of  meeting 
that  demand  has  also  grown,  with  airiines  paying  for  more  aircraft,  more  personnel, 
more  fiiel,  more  matriiiiig,  and  more  ftirilities.  In  recent  years,  the  cost  of 
oomndssians  to  travel  agents  has  risen  faster  than  ai^  other  airline  eiq^nse,  and  now 
is  only  exceeded  by  salaries  and  fiiel  as  airlines'  largest  cost  area. 

Hie  relative  proportion  of  the  various  airline  cost  elements  has  fluctuated  over  the 
years  in  reqwnse  to  factors  both  internal  and  external  to  the  airlines.  The 
proportion  of  an  airline's  total  costs  for  its  use  and  lease  of  airport  Polities  and 
services,  conqiared  to  its  total  costs  or  other  cost  elements,  has  remained  relatively 
small  and  stable.  The  unit  cost  to  airiines,  after  accounting  for  inflation,  traffic 
growth,  airline  requested  projects,  and  operating  efficiencies,  for  their  use  of  airports, 
has  also  been  exceptionally  stable  over  the  years,  and  particular^  when  viewed  in 
comparison  to  other  airline  costs. 

The  air  transportation  industry  will  continue  to  need  eaqianded  and  enhanced  airport 
and  airwqr  capacity  to  resolve  delay  problems  due  to  currem  peak  traffic,  and  to 
accommodate  future  capadxy  needs  ^en  traffic  demand  grows. 

The  U.S.  airiine  industry  has  lost  i8  billion  in  the  last  3  years,  with  many  airlines 
seeking  bankrupt^  protection,  reorganization  or  dissolution.  Numerous  factors, 
some  external  to  the  industry  and  others  tied  to  airiine  management  decisions,  have 
contributed  to  the  poor  state  of  the  industry.  Airport  costs  are  not  responsible  for 
the  financial  deterioration  of  the  airline  industry. 

Tlie  Afaport  Qiiitrihiitton  to  Airihie  Comnethloa  and  Growth 

Without  airport  fedlities  and  capacity  to  provide  for  new  entry  and  future  growth, 
airiine  debqr  costs  will  increase,  and  the  prospects  for  competition  and  growth  will 
be  significantly  hanq>ered. 

Airport  operators  and  airlines  will  not  alw^  agree  on  the  need  for,  or  scope  or 
timing  of  a  particular  airport  developmem  project  or  program.  Often,  the  individual 
tenant  airiines  at  an  airport  wiU  not  agree  among  themseh^es  about  development 
priorities.  This  is  understandable,  since  th^  are  conq>etitors  and  eadi  has  its 
individual  oofporate  strategies  and  preferences. 

This  is  precisely  why  the  federal  Airport  Inqmivemem  Program  and  Passenger 
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Facility  Charges  are  required.  Airport  operators  are  the  public  bodies  entrusted  with 
developing  the  infrastructure  serving  all  elements  of  the  air  transportation  system. 
AIP  grants  and  PFC  programs  enable  them  to  proceed  with  needed  development 
without  first  obtaining  approvals  from  competing  and  diverse  airline  companies. 

Some  airlines  have  proposed  that  coimecting  passengers  should  be  exempted  from 
paying  PFCs,  or  that  airports  should  have  the  option  of  exempting  connecting 
passengers  from  PFC  collections.  They  daim  that  a  $3  PFC  at  a  hub  airpon  will 
drive  passengers  away  from  their  service  over  that  hub.  Travellers  base  their 
decisions  on  which  airline  to  fly  on  many  considerations:  fare,  schedule,  itinerary, 
service  quality,  frequent  flyer  programs,  aircraft  equipment,  airport  preference,  etc. 
These  decisions  are  not  based  on  whether  an  airport  is  collecting  a  PFC  In  fact, 
when  ^es  are  of  primary  importance,  the  differential  between  a  fare  with  a 
connecting  hub  PFC,  and  the  same  fare  without  a  PFC  being  added,  is  on  the  order 
of  1%. 

Some  airlines  also  argue  that  passengers  travelling  on  fi-equent  flyer  award  tickets 
should  be  exempted  from  paying  PFCs.  Frequent  flyer  passengers  make  the  same 
use  of  airport  facilities  as  passengers  who  recently  bought  their  tickets.  PFCs,  locally 
assessed  and  federally  authorized,  are  appropriate  charges  to  firequent  flyer 
passengers. 
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n.       THE  CLOSE  RELATIONSHIP  BETWEEN  AIRPORTS  AND  AIRLINES 

The  dose  relationship  between  airports  and  airlines  is  well  recognized.  The  two  are 
indispensable  to  each  other.  Travellers  and  shippers  in  the  community  which  the 
airport  serves  are  also  the  customers  of  the  airlines  that  provide  air  service  to  the 
oommmiity.  Airports  are  responsible  for  serving  the  needs  of  passengers  from  their 
arrival  by  ground  transportation  to  the  airport,  to  the  point  that  they  board  the 
aircraft,  and  they  are  thus  accountable  to  the  pubHc  and  the  community. 

Many  of  the  operational  aspects  of  airport  use  by  airlines  are  subject  to  federal 
regulation,  and  are  linked  to  the  overall  functioning  of  the  national  aviation  system. 
The  commercial  relationship  between  an  airport  and  the  airlines  is  somewhat 
different,  being  essentially  that  between  a  local  public  body  serving  as  the  landlord 
of  public  transportation  fecQities,  and  major  corporate  airline  tenants  operating  at 
those  focQities.  This  dose  and  cooperative  commercial  relationship  recognizes  the 
broad  benefits  derived  from  air  transportation  in  the  community  and  the  region. 

Airports  are  user-funded,  deriving  their  finandal  support  from  the  use  made  by 
travellers  and  shippers,  and  the  conq>anies  selling  services  to  these  users.  A  major 
component  of  that  finandal  support  comes  as  a  result  of  their  dose  commerdal 
relationship  with  airlines. 

A.       Airport  Operators:  Providers  of  Public  Transportation  Facilities. 

The  vast  majority  of  U.S.  airports  are  owned  and  operated  by  state  and  local 
public  entities.  In  some  cases,  these  airports  are  owned  and  operated  by 
departments  of  a  state,  county,  or  dty  government  In  other  cases,  these 
governmental  entities  have  formed  special  purpose  authorities  to  own  or 
operate  airports.  The  governing  bodies  of  ^ese  entities  are  comprised  of 
local  business  and  community  leaders.  Several  publicly  owned  U.S.  airports 
are  operated  by  private  entities  under  a  management  contract  that  ensures 
policy  and  finandal  control  by  the  govenmiental  owner. 

As  public  landlords,  airport  operators  must  balance  a  variety  of  interests  at 
the  airport  and  in  the  community.  Such  interests  indude  not  only  those  of 
airlines,  but  also  general  aviation,  federal  agendes  (customs,  immigration, 
etc)  and  local  community  groups.  In  making  poli^  for  the  airport,  the 
operator  balances  the  often  diverse  interests  of  individual  competing  airlines, 
as  well  as  those  of  other  groups  affected  by  the  airport  The  policy  process 
is  open  and  partidpatory,  thereby  ensuring  that  all  interests  have  an 
opportunity  to  be  heard  before  a  decision  is  made.  In  their  decision  making, 
airport  operators  endeavor  to  meet  the  overaU  needs  of  travellers  and 
'  sh^jpers  in  their  localities  and  regions,  as  weU  as  those  in  transit  through  their 
fridlities. 
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B.       Airlines:  Key  Airport  Tenants  and  Financial  Partners. 

Airport  operators  are  responsible  for  providing  a  safe  and  efiicient  operating 
environment  for  travellers  and  shippers,  as  well  as  for  the  airlines  operating 
at  the  airport  Since  airline  customers  are  the  same  passengers  and  shippers 
^0  use  airport  fodlities  and  services,  a  constructive  and  cooperative 
relationship  exists  between  airports  and  airlines.  However,  because  airlines 
coiiq}ete  for  the  business  of  these  passengers  and  shippers,  and  because  each 
airline  views  its  priorities  and  interests  at  a  particular  airport  in  a  different 
way,  the  airport  operator  must  ezerdse  balanced  judgment,  in  the  public 
interest,  in  establishing  airport  poli^  and  entering  into  agreements. 

A  dose  financial  relationsh^)  also  exists  between  airports  and  their  airline 
tenants.  Airlines  lease  or  are  assigned  extensive  fiidlities  at  airports,  including 
ticketing  areas,  baggage  processing  facilities,  passenger  hold  rooms,  aircraft 
gates  and  parking  positions,  dub  lounges,  office  space,  cargo  fodlities,  aircraft 
maintenance  areas  and  hangars,  and  operations  space.  Airlines  pay  equitable 
charges  for  these  leased  facilities  and  services,  as  well  as  for  such  common  or 
jointly  tised  fedlities  and  services  as  the  airfield,  security,  fire-fighting,  and 
rescue. 

C       Airport  Regulations,  Agreements  and  Financings. 

Airport/airline  relationships  are  structured  and  controlled  in  a  variety  of  ways, 
each  of  yriudb  is  unique  to  the  governmental,  operational,  and  finandal 
circumstances  of  each  airport  Airport  operators  promulgate  regulations 
controlling  the  use  of  the  airport,  as  well  as  the  fees  and  charges  to  be 
collected  in  the  absence  of  a  contract  At  most  airports,  the  rents,  fees  and 
diarges  paid  by  an  airline  are  specified  in  agreements  negotiated  and  entered 
into  by  both  parties.  Such  agreements  typically  also  address  many 
operational,  tenancy,  rate-making,  and  capital  development  issues. 

Airport  capital  financings  are  often  linked  to  airport  use  and  lease 
agreements,  or  to  agreements  related  to  specific  fiidlities  on  the  airport  Such 
agreements  often  contain  specific  provisions  that  relate  directly  to 
commitments  made  by  the  airport  operator  to  bond  holders.  As  is  the  case 
with  airport/airline  agreements,  each  of  these  financing  arrangements  and 
conmiitments  is  unique  to  the  airport  or  specific  facility  involved. 

The  nature  of  these  agreements  has  evolved  in  recent  years.  Prior  to 
deregulation  of  the  U.S.  airline  industry,  airport/airline  agreements  were 
often  long  term,  reflecting  the  stable  conditions  prevalent  in  a  highly  regulated 
industry.  Such  agreements  are  now  typically  of  shorter  term,  and  provide 
greater  control  to  the  airport  operator,  in  view  of  the  volatihty  of  a 
deregulated  industry. 
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in.      AIRPORT  COSTS 


The  costs  of  operadng,  mnintaining  and  developing  airports  are  much  like  the  costs 
incurred  by  other  large  scale  public  transportation  fodlities.  Airport  operators  seek 
to  recover  these  costs  from  the  variety  of  airport  users  and  tenants  whose  business 
depends  on  the  airport  airlines,  fixed  base  operators,  terminal  concessionaires, 
rental  car  companies,  ground  transportation  operators,  airline  services  providers, 
cargo  handlers,  and,  ultimately,  passengers  and  shqipers. 

Larger  airport  operators  are  ^pically  able  to  recover  all  their  costs  from  these  users, 
and  to  retain  ai^  Mrnings  for  airport  purposes.  Smaller  airport  operators  have  a 
more  difGcult  time  breaking  even,  and  sometimes  require  finnnrial  support  from  their 
parent  governmental  entities.  All  airports,  large  and  small,  try  to  operate  as 
financially  self-sufficient  enterprises  and  avoid  tax  subsidy  if  at  all  possible. 

A.  The  Sources  of  Airport  Costs. 

Airport  costs  result  from  the  provision  of  facilities  and  services  in  support  of 
air  transportation  of  goods  and  people.  These  facilities  and  services  are 
driven  by  the  underlying  demand  for  air  transportation  services,  the  particular 
operating  requirements  and  preferences  of  the  airlines,  and  the  operating 
circumstances  of  the  particular  airport  Mudi  like  ai^  other  public  enterprise, 
airports  incur  cq>ital  costs,  sudi  as  debt  service  on  financings  or  purchase  of 
equipment  and  operating  costs,  such  as  personnel,  materials,  and  purchased 
services. 

The  cost  structure  of  eadi  airport  is  unique,  depending  on  a  variety  of  frictors. 
These  include  the  extent  and  scope  of  capital  development  the  ph3^cal  layout 
of  the  facility,  its  geogr^hic,  environmental  and  climatic  conditions,  and  the 
extent  to  v^di  certain  services  (e.g.  police  and  fire)  are  provided  directly  by 
the  airport  or  by  other  entities.  Airports  are  capital  intensive,  and  the  capital 
costs  incurred  to  provide  needed  facilities  tend  to  be  the  major  fixed  cost 

The  magnitude  of  an  airport's  costs  will  also  vary  with  each  situation.  It  is  not 
unusual  for  a  larger  airport  operator  to  have  operation/maintenance  costs  in 
excess  of  $100  million  dollars  animally,  and  debt  service  costs  of  the  same 
order  of  ma^tude.  In  most  cases,  major  capital  development  programs  are 
in  direct  response  to  airline  requests  or  requirements  for  capacity  expansion 
or  enhancement  Federal  safety,  security  and  other  reqtiirements  are  also 
significam  fiictors  in  the  capital  and  operating  costs  of  airports. 

B.  Airport  C3iarges  to  Airlines. 

typically,  each  airline  pays  for  its  share  of  the  cost  of  airport  facilities  and 
services.  In  some  cases,  aidines  actually  pay  less  than  their  fully  allocated 
share  of  these  costs,  due  to  the  rate-making  formula  agreed  to  in  agreements. 
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The  basis  for  establishing  the  level  of  aiiport  charges  to  airlines  is  set  out  in 
contracts  or  regulations  in  place  at  each  airport  Some  airport  charges  are 
based  on  the  space  leased  or  used  by  the  airline  (e^  terminal  space  rental, 
ground  rent  for  airline-constructed  facility),  and  others  are  driven  by  volume 
of  the  airline's  activity  (e^  aircraft  landing  fees,  passenger  security  screening 
costs). 

Each  airline's  cost  of  operating  at  an  airport  wiD  differ,  depending  on  the  size 
and  nature  of  its  operation,  and  the  facilities  it  uses  or  leases.  An  airline  with 
significant  operations  at  an  airport  wiU  usualfy  lease  extensive  facilities,  which 
are  often  constructed  by  the  airport  operator  at  the  request  of  the  airline. 

Reasonableness,  Non-Discrimination,  and  Self-Suffidenqr. 

As  previously  mentioned,  the  commercial  relationship  between  public  airport 
operators  and  airline  conq)anies  is  established  through  regulations  and 
contracts.  The  federal  government  has  established  principles  and  standards, 
through  statute  and  regulations  relating  to  the  Airport  l0q)rovement  Program, 
governing  some  aspects  of  the  proprietary  actions  of  airport  operators. 

The  three  principal  requirements  of  federal  law  and  regulation  regarding 
airport/airline  commercial  relationships  are 

1)  that  charges  to  airlines  be  reasonably  related  to  the  cost  of 
providing  the  facilities  and  services, 

2)  that  charges  to  airlines  not  be  unjustly  discriminatory,  and 

3)  that  the  objective  of  airport  charging  policy  be  to  make  the 
airport  as  financially  self-sufficient  as  possible. 

Airports  are  bound  to  comply  with  these  and  other  federal  requirements  that 
protect  airlines  against  unreasonable  or  discriminatory  airport  charges,  and 
the  recognize  the  goal  of  economic  self-sufficiency.  Federal  law  allows  public 
airports  considerable  flexibility  regarding  the  rate-making  methodology  it  may 
use  to  establish  reasonable  rates  and  charges. 

Bonds,  Grants  and  PFCs. 

Airport  c^tal  funding  is  provided  through  three  primary  means:  bond 
financing,  federal  grants,  and  passenger  charges.  Historically,  airport  bonds 
have  been  the  largest  soiu-ce,  accounting  for  several  billion  dollars  each  year. 
Typically,  these  bonds  are  supported  by  the  revenues  of  the  airport  or  the 
particular  fodlity  being  financed.  These  financings  are  also  often  linked  to 
agreements  and  leases  entered  into  by  airlines  or  other  major  tenants  of  the 
airport 
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The  FAA's  Airport  Inqvovement  Program  (AIP)  provides  grants  from  the 
Airport  and  Airway  Trust  Fund  to  airport  operators  for  eligible  coital 
projects.  The  Trust  Fund  is  supported  by  federal  aviation  user  taxes.  The 
AIP,  a  major  source  of  cq>ital  fiinding  for  airports  of  all  sizes,  currently 
provides  about  S2  billion  in  grants  to  airports  throughout  the  U.S.  and  its 
tenitoiies  and  possessions. 

In  1990,  public  airport  operators  were  authorized,  upon  FAA  approval,  to 
impofsc  Passenger  Fadlhy  Oiarges  (FFCs)  on  passengers  to  augment  other 
cqiital  fimding  sources.  Widi  $50  billion  in  airport  capital  needs  projected 
over  the  next  5  years,  PFCs  provide  a  new  means  of  meeting  the  future  needs 
of  air  transportation.  Safety-,  capacity-  and  conyetition-enhancing  programs, 
as  well  as  those  for  noise  reduction  and  mitigation,  if  approved  by  the  FAA, 
may  be  funded  by  PFCs.  The  airlines  are  required  to  collect  PFCs  from 
passengers  and  remit  funds  to  the  particular  airports  inq)osing  theuL 


937 


O) 

CO 

o 

▼" 

0 

CO 

4-^ 

E 
o 
o 

o 

Q. 

_c 

•  IBM 

< 

,^ 

^ 

0 

o 

o 

Q. 

> 

< 

0 

CO 

^^■B 

o 

15 

CO 

o 

0 

^— 

O 

0 

E 

O 

E 

CO 

o 

O 

< 

< 

eK 

u. 

(M 

^ 

^ 

1- 

O 

ifi 

O 

<D 

••J 

Q 

5 

c 

a 
O 

o 

•  • 

a> 

m 

u 

if)    "> 

> 

k. 

OJ    5 

< 

3 

CD 

ro 

O 
(0 

>-      <D 

a> 

(0      X 

c 

O 

Ma^^  ^■^ 

^^^_ 

^ 

' 

B^V^ 

\ 

^^v  \ 

\ 

(S 

M^v 

\         \ 

JZ 

CO 


c 
o 

CO 
(O 
0) 

o 
c 
o 
O 


93g 

IV.      AIRLINE  COSTS 

The  demand  for  air  transportation  has  grown  remarkably  under  deregulation,  and 
VS.  airlines  have  grown  to  meet  that  demand.  Since  1978,  U.S.  air  travel  has  grown 
fay  74%,  from  270  million  to  470  million  passengers.  The  cost  to  the  airlines  of 
meetiog  tibat  demand  has  also  grown,  with  airlines  ps^dng  for  more  aircraft,  more 
personnel,  more  fuel,  more  materials,  and  more  facilities.  And  as  tra£5c  has 
increased,  so  has  total  airline  income  from  fares  diarged  to  airline  customers. 

A.       Hie  Sources  of  Airline  Costs. 

The  airiine  business  is  both  capital-intensive  and  labor-intensive.  Operating 
an  liriine  reqtiiies  acquisition  or  lease  of  maiy  aircraft,  and  extensive  ground 
siqjport  fadlitirs,  passenger  and  cargo  h«n«iling  facflities,  and  automated 
operating  systems.  Many  of  these  ground-based  fodlities  are  located  at 
airports  and  leased  from  airport  operators. 

As  a  service  industry,  airlines  also  require  large  numbers  of  personnel  for 
aircraft  operations,  sales,  passenger  service,  and  in-flight  services.  In  recent 
years,  the  cost  of  commissions  to  travel  agents  has  risen  faster  than  any  other 
airiine  eapense,  and  now  is  only  exceeded  by  salaries  and  fuel  as  the  airlines' 
largest  cost  area. 

The  broad  cost  elements  for  major  U.S.  airlines  are: 


1991 

1990 

1988 

33% 

32% 

37% 

•Services 

22% 

21% 

22% 

-Materials 

22% 

24% 

23% 

-Tran^NVt  Related  Exp. 

7% 

8% 

2% 

-Fleet  Rentals 

S% 

4% 

3% 

-Depreciation 

4% 

4% 

5% 

•No»-neet  Rentals 

3% 

3% 

3% 

-leading  Fees 

2% 

2% 

2% 

-Ammtization 

1% 

1% 

1% 

•Other 

1% 

1% 

2% 

Source:  DOT  Form  41 

It  shouU  be  noted  that  "iion-fleet  rentals'  indude  not  onfy  rentals  of  fadtities  at 
airports,  but  also  such  rentals  as  administrative  offices,  ticketing  offices,  and 
retavatioru  centen  located  in  other  locations. 
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B.        What  Airlines  Pay  for  Using  Airports. 

The  relative  proportion  of  the  various  airline  cost  elements  has  fluctuated 
over  the  years  in  response  to  &ctors  both  internal  and  external  to  the  airlines. 
The  proportion  of  an  airline's  total  costs  for  its  use  and  lease  of  airport 
facilities  and  services,  eompaied  to  its  total  costs  or  other  cost  elements,  has 
remained  relatively  small  and  stable.  On  average  for  the  U.S.  airline  industiy, 
^jpnnimately  4%  of  total  airline  costs  are  paid  for  airport  rents,  fees  and 
charges. 

Increased  airline  operations  resulting  from  growth  in  air  travel  demand  has, 
of  course,  increased  airline  costs  in  absolute  terms.  More  aircraft  land  and 
takeoff,  more  terminal  space  is  needed,  more  support  space  is  leased,  and 
essential  services  must  be  provided  to  a  greater  number  of  airline  passengers 
and  shippers.  Airport  &cilities  and  services  must  also  be  expanded  to 
accommodate  this  growth. 

The  vast  majority  of  airport  capital  development  programs  are  agreed  to  by 
the  tenant  airlines  in  order  to  meet  traffic  demand.  ATA  states  that  airline 
per  passenger  costs  for  airport  landing  fees  and  rentals  rose  by  76%  over  the 
period  1982-1991.  During  that  same  ten  year  period,  inflation  increased  by 
41%.  Thus,  after  accounting  for  traffic  and  inflation,  airport  costs  have  been 
exceptionally  stable  during  this  period. 

The  vast  majority  of  airport  cost  increase  reflects  capital  programs  requested, 
supported,  or  agreed  to  by  the  tenant  airlines.  A  considerable  amoimt  is  also 
attributable  to  federally-mandated  requirements.  The  financing  and 
construction  of  major  connecting  hub  &cilities  for  airlines  also  contributed  to 
an  increase  in  airport  costs.  Even  with  the  demand  and  cost  pressures, 
airports  have  been  able  to  provide  these  fedlities  to  airlines  efficiently  and  at 
a  relatively  stable  cost  The  considerable  airline  operating  cost  savings  and 
efficiencies  that  result  from  many  of  these  capital  programs  should  be 
considered  an  offset  to  these  cost  figures,  and  indeed  were  the  reasons  for 
these  improvements. 

The  faa  is  that  the  unit  cost  to  airlines,  after  accoimting  for  inflation,  traffic 
growth  and  operating  efficiencies,  for  their  use  of  airports  has  been 
exceptionally  stable  over  the  years,  and  particularly  when  viewed  in 
comparison  to  other  airline  costs. 

Air  travel  demand  has  always  proved  to  be  very  sensitive  to  changes  in 
general  economic  conditions  and  the  btisiness  cycle.  Since  the  airline  product 
is  very  mobile  and  adjustable,  the  airline  industiy  adjtists  capacity  (available 
seat  miles)  in  response  to  changes  in  demand  by  changing  the  number  of 
flights  offered  and  operating  different  aircraft  This  enables  them  to  avoid 
certain  variable  costs  that  are  related  to  level  of  operation  and  the  amount  of 
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tiafBc  carried.  Airlines  seek  to  match  the  demand  for  travel  with  the  capacity 
offered  to  the  market 

Airports,  however,  are  fixed  capital  facilities  wfaidi  require  long  lead  times  to 
pnt  into  service,  due  in  part  to  extensive  envinmmemal  requirements.  The 
planning,  design  and  construction  of  airport  infrastructure  projects  will 
Really  span  3  to  7  years,  and  are  built  to  aooommodate  peak  trafBc  demand. 
As  trafBc  fluctuates  due  to  economic  oomfitions,  airport  capacity  cannot 
readily  or  cost-effectively  be  removed,  and  facilities  under  construction  cannot 
be  stopped  in  mid-stream. 

The  air  transportation  industry  will  continue  to  need  eiq>anded  and  enhanced 
airport  and  airway  capad^  to  resolve  del^  problems  due  to  current  peak 
traffic,  and  to  accommodate  future  capdxitf  needs  when  trafBc  demand  grows. 
These  costs  should  be  viewed  in  light  of  the  significant  economic  benefits  they 
create  in  terms  of  reduced  congestion  and  delay. 

C        Airport  Costs  and  the  State  of  the  U.S.  Airiine  Industry. 

The  U.S.  airline  industry  has  lost  $8  billion  in  tibe  last  3  years,  with  many 
airlines  seeking  bankruptcy  protection,  reorganization  or  dissolution. 
Niunerous  factors,  some  external  to  the  industry  and  others  tied  to  airline 
management  decisions,  have  contributed  to  the  poor  state  of  the  industry, 
including: 

•  an  extended  worldwide  recession  whidi  has  softened  air  travel  demand 
in  the  past  few  years; 

•  drastic  fare  discounting  by  airlines  seeking  to  stimulate  trafBc  and  fill 
excessive  seat  capacity; 

•  uiqirecedented  debt  burdens  for  many  airlines,  v/idch,  combined  with 
poor  operating  results  and  generally  ti^t  credit  conditions,  have  dried 
up  sources  of  coital; 

•  pricing  practices  of  airlines  operating  under  the  protection  of  Chapter 
11  of  the  U.S.  bankruptcy  laws,  and  the  resulting  uneconomic  pricing 
practices  of  other  airlines  seeking  to  remain  con^titive; 

•  fore  levels  in  less  competitive  markets  that  have  risen  significantly,  as 
recently  reafBrmed  in  a  recent  DOT  anatysis,  tending  to  depress  trafBc 
demand;  and 

•  continuing  air  trafBc  control  deb^  costing  the  airlines  and  their 
customers  billions  of  dollars  ammally. 
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In  the  context  of  these  tremendous  pressures  and  impacts  on  airline  cost  stniaures, 
airport  costs  are  the  good  news. 

Aiiport  costs  are  not  responsible  for  the  financial  deterioration  of  the  airline 
industry.  Airport  costs  are  the  most  stable  of  the  airlines'  cost  elements.  Airports  are 
developed  and  operated  in  order  to  etihance  the  safeQr,  efBdency  and  capacity  of  the 
air  tranqx)rtation  ^stem. 


16 


942 


0) 

CO 

c 

0) 
Q. 

5 

ULI 

O) 

ing 

0) 

^f^ 

o 

OS 

•  ■IH^ 

(0 

CD 

a 

2 

O 

CO 

0) 

■ 

E 

O 


O 

o 

« 
u 

w 

a 
o 
CO 


lU 

o 
o 

>» 
o 


943 


0) 
O) 

C 

(0 
CO 
(0 

Q. 

o  c 
=  -2 

>- eg 
©  ""  '- 

Q-5  II 

If 

< 


X 
0) 

C 


944 

V.        THE  PROSPECTS  FOR  AIRLINE  CXDMPETITION  AND  GROWTH 

As  the  U.S.  airline  industry  has  evolved  in  the  current  "consolidation"  phase  of 
deregulation,  and  the  number  of  U.S.  airline  con^titors  has  diminished,  concerns 
are  being  raised  about  the  future  competitive  basis  of  the  industry.  Similarly,  the 
prolonged  stagnation  of  air  travel  demand  has  pronipted  some  to  raise  questions 
about  ftiture  air  travel  growth  rates. 

Airport  operators,  as  public  entities  looking  out  for  the  welfare  of  their  communities 
and  regions,  seek  to  ensure  that  a  competitive  and  growing  U.S.  airline  industry  is 
maintained.  Although  the  airline  industry  is  ahiva^  very  sensitive  to  changes  in 
general  economic  conditions,  both  the  FAA  and  the  airline  indiistry  forecast  renewed 
future  growth.  The  Air  Transport  Association  projects  that  airline  departures  will 
grow  by  2S%  by  the  turn  of  the  century.  Without  the  availability  of  airport  facilities 
and  C2^acity  to  provide  for  new  entry  and  future  growth,  airline  delay  costs  will 
increase,  and  the  prospects  for  conq>etition  and  growth  will  be  significantly 
hampered. 

A.       Airport  Development  is  Pro-Competitive  and  Pro-Growth. 

The  federal  govenunent  recently  took  two  major  steps,  which  are  now  being 
implemented,  to  help  meet  these  current  and  fiiture  needs:  authorization  of 
the  highest  funding  ever  for  airport  development  grants  under  the  Airport 
Improvement  Program  (AIP),  and  authorization  for  airport  operators  to 
iiq>ose  Passenger  Facility  Charges  (PFCs)  on  passengers  through  a  pre- 
determined enplanement  fee  added  to  the  cost  of  the  air  fare  charged  by  the 
airlines.  Although  many  aspects  of  airport  development  and  financing  are 
governed  by  contracts  between  airports  and  airlines,  these  two  means  of 
providing  airport  development  address  the  broader  public  interest 
considerations  of  safety,  capacity,  competition,  and  noise  reduction/mitigation. 

Airport  operators  and  airlines  will  not  always  agree  on  the  need  for,  or  scope 
or  timing  of  a  particular  airport  development  project  or  program.  Often,  the 
individual  tenant  airlines  at  an  airport  will  not  agree  among  themselves  about 
development  priorities.  This  is  understandable,  since  they  are  competitors 
and  each  has  its  individual  corporate  strategies  and  preferences. 

This  is  precisely  why  AIP  and  PFCs  are  required.  Airport  operators  are  the 
public  bodies  entrusted  with  developing  the  infrastructure  serving  all  elements 
of  the  air  transportation  system.  AIP  grants  and  PFC  programs  enable  them 
to  proceed  with  needed  development  without  first  obtaining  approvals  from 
competing  and  diverse  airline  oonq>anies. 

A  multi-year  reauthorization  of  the  AIP  at  adequate  levels  of  funding  is 
essential  to  meeting  the-  infrastructure  investment  needs  of  airports.  If 
necessary,  this  should  include  a  spend-down  of  the  Airport  and  Airway  Trust 
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Fund,  wliidi  passengers  and  shq)pers  have  paid  into  and  now  has  a  surplus  of 
$7  billion. 

PFCS  must  be  preserved  if  airport  development  in  the  interest  of  the  overall 
air  tfancportatim  ^stem,  radier  than  ci  a  particular  airline  or  group  of 
airiines,  is  to  be  met  FFCt  nqiport  inqmivements  at  the  specific  airport 
systems  at  ^dndi  they  are  assessed.  Airlines  are  permitted  to  recover  their 
administrative  costs  of  collection  from  a  portion  of  the  PFC  PFCs  are  an 
efiBcient  "?«*»"»  of  funHing  capital  development. 

B.        PFC^  and  Oonnrfting  Passengers. 

Some  airiines  have  proposed  that  connecting  passengers  should  be  exempted 
from  paying  FFCb,  or  that  airports  should  have  the  option  of  exempting 
ooimecting  passengers  firom  PFC  collections.  They  argue.that  collection  of  a 
PFC  at  their  connecting  hub  airport  will  place  them  at  a  competitive 
disadvantage  with  other  airline  hubs  where  a  PFC  is  not  being  collected. 

There  are  several  fundamental  flaws  in  this  argument.  Connecting  passengers 
make  as  great  or  greater  use  of  facilities  eligible  for  PFC  fimding  as  do 
origin/destination  passengers.  Airports  are  designed  to  handle  peak  loads  of 
aircraft  and  passengers,  and  the  concentration  of  oomiecting  "banks*  of  aircraft 
converging  on  an  airport  is  a  m^or  elemem  in  determining  an  airport's  peak 
capad^  requiremenL  Simila^,  many  of  the  services  and  amenities  that 
airports  provide  must  be  sized  to  accommodate  these  tra£Bc  peaks. 

PFCs  are  rfwiy*  on  passengers,  not  a?riiw<^,  and  therefore  are  not  a  cost  that 
an  airline  is  obligated  to  absorb.  Althou^  airiines  daim  that  they  will  have 
no  dioice  bat  to  absorb  PFCs,  rather  than  collect  them  from  passengers,  this 
is  a  choice  of  airline  pricing  poliqr,  gather  than  conq>etitive  necessity. 

In  any  event,  airlines  counting  for  traffic  between  the  same  dty-pairs  will 
experience  significantly  d^ferem  airport  costs,  both  at  the  origination  and 
destinatian  airports,  aixl  at  the  hubs,  irrespective  of  PFCs.  Each  airport's  cost 
level  and  structure  is  unique,  as  is  its  business  relationship  with  tenant 
airlines.  Further,  one  airiine's  costs  at  an  airport  will  differ  from  another's 
based  on  the  nature  of  its  operation.  One  airline  may  be  leasing  older 
facilities  to  support  a  modest  level  of  service  (e.g.  4  or  5  turnarounds  per  day), 
without  nippnrting  maintenance  facilities  or  amenities  such  as  an  airline  dub. 
An  airline  with  an  extensive  hub  operation,  or  with  newer  facilities,  or  with 
extensive  supporting  fodlities,  will  experience  higher  unit  costs.  Airport  cost 
differentials  already  exist  dmmghout  the  ^stem  for  eadi  airline  at  eadi 
airport 

Win  a  S3  PFCat  a  hub  airpcfft  drive  passengers  awi^  from  an  airline's  service 
over  diat  hub?  The  answer  is  dearly  no.  Travellers  base  their  decisions  on 
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which  airline  to  fly  on  many  considerations:  &re,  schedule,  itinerary,  service 
quality,  frequent  flyer  programs,  aircraft  equipment,  airport  preference,  etc. 
These  decisions  are  not  based  on  whether  an  airport  is  collecting  a  PFC. 

The  accompanying  set  of  exaiiq)les  (Attachment  A)  show  that  the  collection 
of  a  S3  PFC  at  a  hub  airport  would  not  significantly  impaa  the  total  cost  to 
the  passenger.  The  differential  between  a  ^e  for  a  two  segment  trip  with  a 
$3  PFC  at  the  coimecting  hub,  and  one  without  a  PFC  is  on  the  order  of  1%. 

PFCs  and  Frequent  Flyers. 

Some  airlines  also  argue  that  passengers  travelling  on  frequent  flyer  award 
tickets  should  not  be  required  to  pay  PFCs.  This  argument  is  based  on  a 
novel  assertion  that  frequent  flyer  award  tickets  are  free  tickets, 
notwithstanding  the  fact  that  travellers  must  buy  tickets  for  20,000  miles  or 
more  of  travel  on  an  airline  to  qualify  for  an  award  on  that  airline.  In  other 
industries,  this  is  often  referred  to  as  a  "volume  discoimt" 

Frequent  flyer  passengers  make  the  same  use  of  airport  facilities  as  passengers 
who  recently  bought  their  tickets.  They  pay  the  applicable  federal  taxes  on 
their  tickets:  the  ad  valorem  taxes  are,  of  course,  zero,  but  the  various  per 
trip  surcharges  (international  departure,  customs,  inunigration,  agriculture)  are 
assessed.  FFCs,  locally  assessed  and  federally  authorized,  are  appropriate 
charges  to  frequent  flyer  passengers. 

It  should  be  noted  that  recent  legislation  and  federal  interpretation  has,  in 
effect,  precluded  the  collection  from  frequent  flyers  of  PFCs  approved  by 
FAA  between  Oaober  6, 1992  and  September  30,  1993.  However,  the  FAA 
has  clarified  and  reaffirmed  its  view  that  the  FAA  definition  of  "passenger 
enplaned"  includes  passengers  using  frequent  flyer  bonus  certificates. 
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ANALYSIS  OF  HUB  PFC  IMPACT 

Fotttip'"^  f} 

Qty  Pair  Maricet:  Omaha  -  Washiiigton  (National) 

One-wi^  Fare  Range:  S  390  to  $  165 

ItineTMv  1:     OMA  -  SH-  -  DCA  Airiine: 

Aiiport  Cost  per  eqrianed  passenger 


OMA: 
STL: 


Attachment  A-1 


Total 


TW 

S6.04 
$4J6 

S10.40 


]^BSaa2i     OMA-MSP-DCA 
Aiiport  Cost  per  eqilaned  passenger 

Total 


Airiine: 


NW 


OMA: 

$722 

MSP: 

$2.96 

PFC 

$3.00 

$13.18 


Airport  Cost  as  Percent  of  I^ie  Range 

Itinerary  1:     widioat  PFC  2.7%  to  63% 

Itinerary  2:     witli  PFC  33%  to  8.0% 


Impact  of  $3  PFC  on  fare  level 


+0.8%  to  +L8% 
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ANALYSIS  OF  HUB  PFC  IMPACT 

faamplc  #2 

Gty  Pair  Market*  little  Rock  -  Tanq» 

One-way  Fare  Range:  $390  to  S16S 


Attachment  A-2 


Itinerary  1:     LTT  -  MEM  -  TPA 
Aiiport  Cost  per  passenger 

Total 


Airline: 

LTT: 
MEM: 


NW 

$Z99 
$6.76 

$9.75 


Itinerary  2:     LTT  -  STL  -  TPA 
Airport  Cost  per  passenger 

Total 


Airline: 


TW 


LTT: 

$2J7 

STL- 

$436 

PFC 

$3.00 

$9.93 


Airport  Cost  as  Percent  of  Fare  Range 

Itinerary  V.     without  PFC  2.5%  to  5.9% 

Itinerary  2!     with  PFC  2J%  to  6.0% 


Impact  of  $3  PFC  on  fare  level 


+0.8%  to  +1.8% 
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Attachment  A-3 


ANALYSIS  OF  HUB  PFC  IMPACT 

City  Fair  MariKt  San  Jose  -  Ondnnati 
One-w^  Fare  Range:  $620  to  $255 

ItineniTv  1:     SJC  -  SLC  -  CVG  Aiiline: 

Aiiport  Cost  per  passenger 


SJC 
SLC: 


Total 


DL 

$3.46 
$3.02 

$6.48 


Itinerary  2:     SJC  -  MSP  -  CVG 


Airline: 


NW 


Aiipoit  Cost  per  passenger 

SJC 

MSP: 

PFC 

$2.45 
$2.96 
$3.00 

Total 

$8.41 

Airport  Cost  as  Pa-cent  of  Fare  Range 

Itinerarv  1:     without  VhC. 

L0%to23% 

Itincna^:    witfaPFC 

L4%  to  33% 

Impact  of  $3  PFC  on  fan  level 


+OJ%to  +1.2% 
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ANALYSIS  OF  HUB  PFC  IMPACT 

Example  #4 

Qty  Pair  Market:  Portland  -  Qeveland 
One-way  Fare  Range:  $620  to  S2SS 


Attachment  A-4 


Itinerary  1:     PDX  -  ORD  -  CLE 
Airport  Cost  per  passenger 

Total 


Airline: 

PDX: 
ORD: 


UA 

$5.72 
$11.72 

$17.44 


Itinerary  2:     PDX  -  DTW  -  CLE 
Airport  Cost  per  passenger 

Total 


Airline:    NW 

PDX:  $  621 

DTW:  $  334 

PFC  $  3.00 

$12.75 


Airport  Cost  as  Percent  of  Fare  Range 

Itinerary  1:     without  PFC  2.8%  to  6.8% 

Itinerary  2:     with  PFC  2.1%  to  5.0% 


Impact  of  $3  PFC  on  fare  level: 


+OJ%to  +1.2% 
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Mr.  Howard.  Skipping  over  now  briefly  to  F&E,  we  are  asking 
for  the  $2.7  billion.  And  on  that  we  have  some — it  says  submissions 
on  AAS,  which  we  believe  is  now,  hopefully,  on  track,  very  vital  to 
the  future  improvement  of  this  system  and  certainly  we  feel  worth 
full  support  and  funding. 

We  also  have  for  submission  recommendations  on  procurement 
practices  of  the  FAA  and  other — another  analyses  on  overall  FAA 
structure  which  we  would  like  to  submit  as  well  with  respect  to 
R&D. 

We  are  asking  for  $300  million.  And  I  think,  without  any  further 
comment  on  that,  I  would  just  like  to  say,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  Inter- 
national Aviation  System  has  been  built  on  the  innovations  cre- 
ated, for  the  most  part,  in  the  United  States  through  imaginative 
R&D.  And  we  think  it  is  very  vital  to  the  competitiveness  not  only 
of  our  own  system  but  the  continued  and  future  preeminence  of  the 
United  States  in  international  aviation. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Howard  and  other  information 
follows:] 
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Mr.  rhaiimiin  aod  members  of  the  suboommittee: 


We  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  present  the  views  of  the  airport  operators  and  executives  across  tlie  country 
regarding  fiscal  year  1994  funding  for  programs  of  int  Federal  Aviation  Administration  (FAA). 

As  members  of  Ais  subconmuttee  know,  tbe  members  we  rqxesent  are  the  local,  state  and  regional  governmental 
bodies,  and  tbe  men  and  women  who  manage  and  operate  our  nation's  airports. 

From  the  earliest  days  of  aviatioo.  local  governments  have  had  the  primary  re^Mosibility  for  developing,  operating 
and  financing  our  country's  commercial  airports.  Today,  the  air  transportation  system  is  the  linchpin  of  our  national 
and  local  economies,  ^«^rial  to  &e  safe  transportation  of  pe(^le  and  goods,  bodi  domestically  and  internationally. 

Airports  support  local  economic  development  by  providing  complete  transportation  services,  stimulating  business 
activity  and  investment  and  creating  jobs.  Airports  must  generate  revenue  for  their  particular  operations  to  be  self- 
sufficient,  usually  without  tbe  general  tax  revenues  enjoyed  by  other  public  enterprises.  They  must  operate  like 
cities  within  dties,  providing  their  own  police  and  fire  protecticHi  and  their  own  public  worics.  Airports  must 
perform  all  of  these  services  efficiently,  unobtrusively  and  with  as  little  impact  on  the  environment  as  possible. 

Since  deregulation,  the  nimiber  of  passengers  using  the  domestic  aviation  system  has  exploded  As  a  result  of  the 
vast  increases  in  passengers,  23  airports  currently  suffer  20,000  hours  of  delay  or  more  per  year.  If  nothing  further  is 
done  to  increase  syston  capacity,  the  FAA  forecasts  that  the  number  of  airports  with  20,000  hours  or  more  of  delay 
per  year  will  increase  to  36  in  less  dian  10  years  —  a  daunting  increase.  This  results  in  billions  of  dollars  per  year  of 
delay  costs  and  lost  productivity  throughout  the  system. 

Airport  and  aii^»ce  delays  increased  in  1992  by  4%  over  1991  delays,  according  to  ATA.  According  to  the  FAA, 
domestic  passenger  fmplgiiwivjit.i  increased  by  3.7%  in  fiscal  year  19S)2  and  are  forecast  to  increase  by  1.8%  in 
1993, 5%  in  1994, 45%  in  1995  and  an  average  of  3  J%  over  a  12-year  period. 

Tbe  cuneat  finanrial  cooditioo  of  U.S.  catriets  is  cause  for  concern  ttirou^XHit  tbe  industry,  including  the  airport 
community.  Tbe  symbiotic  relationship  betweoi  airpoits  and  aidines  is  clear.  Neither  can  exist  without  the  other. 

Tbe  airport  commimity  is  sensitive  to  the  challenges  faced  by  the  industry  and  cognizant  of  the  need  to  work  to- 
gedier  in  tbe  mraitfas  ahead  to  build  a  stronger  industry.  A  ninnber  of  airline  officials  and  analysts  believe  fliat  the 
best  prescription  for  a  return  to  financial  health  in  the  industry  is  a  recovering  economy. 

As  the  economy  recovers,  mare  aixl  more  people  will  be  using  the  system.  This  growth  in  demand  will  place 
tremendous  strain  on  tbe  existing  air^Mce  and  airport  system,  and  require  renewed  focus  on  ttie  requirement  to 
expand  system  edacity  and  the  R&D  to  help  create  it  Despite  the  temporary  lull  in  air  travel  demaiKi  in  tlie  United 
States,  growth  wiU  resume.  Even  if  tbe  growdi  is  modest,  work  to  increase  defective  capacity  is  fully  justifiable  in 
the  light  of  tbe  score  of  airports  already  burdened  with  serious  delays  aixl  delay  cost 

The  inevitably  lengthy  devek^nnent  and  implementation  tasks  to  provide  new  airpcot  and  airspace  capacity  justifies 
vigorous  effort  i»w  to  ameliorate  tbe  already  very  serious  ciq>acity  shortfall  and  hi^  delay  costs  at  major  airports. 

There  is  ik>  doubt  that  tbe  sboftcomings  of  our  tedmical  infiastructme  and  tbe  ii>efficiencies  of  the  ATC  system  are 
costly  to  the  usen  of  die  system.  They  create  major  costs  due  to  aircraft  delays  and  inadequate  capacity.  Equally 
important  tbese  ineCBdencies  hurt  the  economic  conq)etitiveness  of  die  United  States.  These  technical  issues  are 
discussed  more  fiilly  later  in  tbe  testinxmy. 

We  believe  tbe  federal  government  and  local  and  state  government  airport  operators  have  die  reqxxisibility  to  look 
long-term,  to  plan,  finance  and  buQd  not  cmly  the  airport  and  aviation  facilities  needed  today,  but  also  Aose  which 
will  be  needed  in  tbe  near  and  long-term.  lUs  is  not  tbe  same  thing,  however,  as  a  "build  it  and  they  will  come" 
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mentality.  It  is  not  surprising  that  airline  management  —  especially  given  their  current  predicament  —  look  to  the 
short-term,  the  next  quarter,  or  in  the  case  of  some  carriers  in  bankruptcy,  week-to-week.  They  are  seeking  a 
"quick-fix"  that  might  be  elusive.  When  the  economy  improves  and  air  traffic  improves,  we  must  make  sure  we 
have  anticipated  the  demand  and  built  sufficient  facilities  and  capacity  to  meet  it  Some  of  the  same  airlines 
accusing  airports  of  having  a  field  of  dreams  mentality  are  the  ones,  who,  several  years  ago,  were  before  this 
subcommittee  complaining  about  inadfqiiate  airport  capacity  in  the  system. 

INFRASTRUCTURE  INVESTMENT 

It  generally  takes  3-7  years  to  undertake  and  complete  an  airport  development  project  The  extensive  master 
planning  process,  environmental  approvals,  long-term  financing  and  other  actions  that  must  be  accomplished 
make  it  extremely  difficult  —  and  certainly  not  cost-effective  —  to  disrupt  or  delay  projects  that  are  underway. 
We  cannot  afford  to  be  shortsighted.  That  is  what  got  us  into  the  position  we  find  ourselves  in  today  with  inad- 
equate airport  capacity  and  facilities.  Since  deregulation,  we  as  a  nation  failed  to  provide  adequate  funding  and 
means  to  expand  capacity  as  necessary  to  keep  pace  with  rapid  growth  in  aviation  that  was  experienced  in  those 
years.  We  are  still  catching  up  even  now,  despite  the  recent  slow  growth.  But  one  thing  we  should  have  learned 
by  now  is  that  the  aviation  business  is  cyclical,  and  we  can  fully  expect  that  when  the  economy  improves  (as  it  has 
in  recent  months)  air  travel  demand  will  take  off  again.  We  will  have  doomed  our  air  transportation  system  to 
perpetual  inadequacy,  inefficiency  and  unprofitability  if  we  do  not  continue  to  build  and  expand  now  for  the  needs 
of  tomorrow. 

Last  year,  we  updated  our  airport  capital  development  needs  survey  and  found  that  capital  development  needs  in 
the  system  qiproximated  $10  billion  a  year  over  the  next  five  years.  It  is  important  to  note  that  this  is  a  needs 
survey,  not  a  wish-list  of  pie-in-the-sky  airport  directors'  dreams.  These  are  needed  projects.  They  are  real  and 
have  real  benefit  The  FAA  has  reviewed  the  survey  and  endorsed  its  results.  Of  the  projects  identified  in  the 
survey,  approximately  60%,  or  $6  billion  annually  were  AIP  eUgible  projects.  The  federal  government  with  its 
limited  resources  and  competing  priorities  has  funded  the  AIP  program  at  less  than  $2  billion  a  year.  Three  years 
ago,  the  Congress  passed  legislation  that  authorized  airports  to  raise  cqsital  develc^nnent  funds  directly  fivm  the 
air  passengers  by  imposing  modest  passenger  facility  charges  (PFCs)  on  travelers  using  the  airport  This  was  done 
to  help  bridge  the  gap  between  annual  airport  capital  development  fimding  needs  and  the  inadequate  funding  level 
provided  by  the  federal  government 

PFCs  are  critical  to  provide  airports  with  the  financing  tools  and  greater  independence  to  respond  to  the  air  traffic 
and  expansion  needs  of  the  airlines  and  the  air  service  needs  of  travelers  and  the  communities  they  serve.  PFCs 
are  building  worthwhile  pnxtjects,  creating  jobs  and  stimulating  business  opportunities  for  the  airlines  and  many 
other  airport-related  businesses.  Without  PFCs,  many  of  these  projects  would  go  unfiinded  or  would  be  signifi- 
cantly delayed;  the  long-term  capacity  improvements  and  benefits  they  would  provide  would  not  be  available  now 
when  the  nation's  economy  needs  it 

When  there  is  disagreement  from  the  canias  over  specific  airport  PFC  projects  (as  there  has  been  in  approxi- 
mately one-fifth  of  the  proposals)  it  is  usually  over  terminal  and  access  projects.  Although  the  airlines  may  not 
perceive  these  types  of  projects  to  be  of  direct  benefit  to  them,  these  projects  are  important  and  beneficial  to  air 
travelers.  Airport  operators  must  provide  facilides  that  are  safe,  efficient  and  in  compliance  with  federal  mandates, 
in  addition  to  getting  passengers  to,  through  and  from  their  airports.  Passengers  pay  federal  ticket  taxes  and  PFCs 
to  contribute  to  the  development  and  improvement  of  airport  facilities  that  benefit  them  throughout  their  entire 
travel  experience,  not  just  those  facilities  that  are  used  by  the  airlines. 

Airport  operators  and  airUnes  will  not  always  agree  on  the  need  for,  or  the  scope  or  timing  of  a  particular  airport 
development  project  or  program.  Often,  the  individual  tenant  airlines  at  an  airpcot  will  not  agree  among  them- 
selves about  development  priorities.  This  is  understandable,  since  they  are  competitors  and  each  has  its  individual 
cOTporate  strategies  and  preferences. 
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This  is  precisdy  why  AIP  and  PPCs  are  valuable.  Aiipoft  operatois  are  tbe  public  bodies  entrusted  with  developing 
the  infrastructure  serving  all  elements  of  the  air  tnmspoctation  systeni.  AIP  grants  and  FFC  programs  enable  them  to 
proceed  with  needed  development  without  first  obtaining  approvals  from  cmqieting  and  diverse  airline  companies. 

PPCs  must  be  preserved  if  airport  development  in  tbe  interests  of  the  traveling  public  and  tbe  overall  transportation 
system,  rather  than  of  a  paiticular  airline  or  group  of  airlines,  is  to  be  met.  Investment  in  airport  development  fosters 
not  only  a  axnpetitive,  efficient  and  growing  air  transpcHtation  systeiiL  It  also  contributes  to  economic  revitalization 
and  growth  throughout  &c  country.  Airport  developtnent  creates  jobs,  and  spins  off  broader  economic  bei>efits  in  the 
localities  and  regions  served  by  the  airport.  Fat  each  $  1  biUion  invested  in  airport  development,  approximately 
40,000  to  50,000  jobs  are  created  and  sustained  with  related  multiplier  spending  and  tax  revenue  benefits  for  local 
and  state  govenunents,  as  well  as  die  federal  govemmenL 

With  die  focus  on  federal  deficit  reduction  and  econcnnic  revitalization,  ways  must  be  fbuttd  to  create  jobs,  ensure  a 
sound  general  ecc»omic  recovery,  and  foster  a  healAy  and  growing  tranqxxtatitm  system.  Investment  in  our 
nation's  airports,  tfarougfa  user-fimded  oqntal  development  programs,  wiD  return  enonnous  dividends  to  citizens, 
travelers,  and  shippers,  as  well  as  to  aidines  and  otfaos  in  the  business  of  air  transpoitatioa. 

AIP  FUNDING 

Mr.  Chairman,  you  have  said  thai  transpcttatioa  infiasinicture  programs  are  long-tenn  inqxovements  and  that  higher 
sustained  fimding  levels  for  years  to  come  should  be  the  goal  forthese  programs.  We  agree  with  you.  Sustained, 
predictable  funding  should  be  «4iat  we  strive  for.  To  diat  end.  airports  request  that  be  AIP  fimding  level  be  in- 
creased to  $2.2  tnllicn  a  year,  beginning  in  fiscal  year  1994,  along  wifli  5%  anmial  increases. 

This  sustained,  predictable  funding  win  help  ensure  diatiieeded  projects  are  boih  throughout  the  system  aiid  diat 
capacity  and  congestian  problems  are  addressed,  along  with  safety  and  security  iiqxovements. 

There  has  also  been  some  discussion  in  recent  weeks  of  an  effort  to  develop  more  specific  investment  criteria  as  it 
relates  to  the  effective  distribiition  of  litiiited  federal  tiaiiqxxtation  fiiiids.  We  believe  that  diis  could  be  a  very 
inqxxtant  effon  and  <^fier  our  help  in  that  process. 

PFC  PROGRAM 

As  noted  earlier  in  oar  testiiDony.  the  FK!  program  will  provide  a  sigirifiramt  source  of  gyital  to  help  build  the 
nation's  airport  infcastrocture  for  tbe  21st  century.  As  ofMaicfa  16,  tbeie  were  88  FPC  applications  that  had  been 
q)provedt^FAA.  with  33  qjfdicatians  under  review.  Revenue  collection  b^an  last  June  and  for  1992,  airports 
received  $1 16  millico.  The  FAA  estimates  that  figure  win  grow  in  1993  to  $47  Imilliaa 

Mr  rhaimMti,  th^  MtpmT  nmwimmity  rrmpnrrx  ymr  emtrnmt  with  rtw.  IVT  pmgnim,  hnt  aiipnitt  mr  mnfiifant 

that  the  funds  cdlected  wiD  be  used  on  projects  that  will  ittqxove  safiety,  security  and  capacity  througfaoot  the 
system,  reduce  aircraft  noise  and  provide  additional  opponunities  for  inqxoved  airline  coo^etitioo  and  service. 

We  have  wodud  with  Ae  airlines  and  the  FAA  to  improve  ttie  consoltatian  process;  and  we  believe  tbe  process  is 
wcfldng.  There  are  meaningful  discussions  and  airports  are  modifying  tbeir  qiplications  and/or  die  FAA  is  scrutiniz- 
ing and  disapproving  or  defeoing  projects.  Of  tbe  88  FFC  qipBcations^jproved  by  Man±  19,  the  total  revenue 
associated  with  those  projects  over  tbe  various  cdlection  lengths  is  SS.Sbillioa.  This  compares  to  tte  original 
requests  totaling  $14.1  bObon  in  those  applications.  When  l^islaiion  creating  tbe  PFC  program  was  adopted  in 
1990,  the  xtimatiHt  atmual  revenue  to  airports  from  tbe  program  was  estimated  at  $1  billion  a  year.  In  1992,  airports 
received  $1 16  million  and  the  FAA  f^^maf^  this  figure  will  increase  to  $471  million  in  1993,  still  for  sbcit  of  the 
origioal  estimates. 
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AIRPORT  COSTS 

Before  moving  into  a  discussion  of  other  funding  programs  of  the  FAA,  we  would  like  to  address  an  area  of  concern 
that  airlines  have  raised  recently  —  aiipoit  costs. 

Airlines  contend  that  aiiport  costs  are  one  of  the  fastest-growing  components  of  their  cost  structure.  The  fact  of  the 
matter  is  ibat  aiiport  operating  expenses  per  total  passengers  (enplaned  and  deplaned)  have  increased  very  little  during 
the  period  from  1990  to  1992.  For  example,  operating  expenses  per  total  passengers  at  large  hubs  increased  only  2.6 
percent  between  1990  and  1992.  This  is  an  increase  of  1.3  percent  per  year.  On  the  whole,  large  hub,  medium  hub, 
small  hub,  non-hub  and  general  aviation  airport  expenses  have  increased  1 .8  percent  over  the  past  two  years  or  less 
than  1  percent  per  year. 

It  is  in^x>rtant  to  remember  that  airport  costs  are  driven  by  passengers.  The  fare  wars  of  last  year  brought  record 
niunbers  of  passengers  through  the  system.  This  places  a  burden  on  the  facility.  While  an  air  carrier  certainly  knows 
the  difference  in  its  bottom  line  between  a  fiiU-fare  traveler  and  a  discount  traveler,  an  aiiport  can't  differentiate.  Both 
put  the  same  burden  on  the  facility. 

Another  factor  that  greatly  affects  airport  costs  is  federally  mandated  programs.  Federal  regulations  and  requirements 
regarding  aviation  security,  environmental  mitigation,  compliance  with  the  Americans  with  Disabilities  Act,  de-icing, 
and  aviation  safety  all  contribute  to  the  cost  of  operating  a  facility.  The  goals  behind  these  programs  are  worthwhile, 
but  there  must  be  a  recognition  that  they  place  a  financial  strain  on  the  system. 

FACIUTIES  AND  EQUIPMENT  &  RESEARCH  AND  DEVELOPMENT 

We  approach  the  FY-94  F&E  and  R&D  budget  at  a  difficult  time  for  aviation.  Many  expensive  FAA  efforts  which  we 
had  hoped  would  have  produced  major  gains  in  capacity  and  productivity  for  the  aviation  users  have  not  come  to 
firuition  on  time  or  within  cost  Research  and  development,  the  key  to  our  fiiture,  is  only  now  beginning  to  recover 
from  a  long  period  of  decline.  There  are  aU  manner  of  prescriptions  to  save  money  by  doing  less. 

We  believe  the  FAA  budget  needs  to  be  judged  from  several  perspectives: 

•  Does  the  expenditure  offer  tangible  output  which  will  improve  the  swvices  FAA  provides  to  the  aviation 
pubUc  in  terms  of  measurable  safety  and  efficiency  gains? 

•  Does  the  expenditure  attack  problems  which  reduce  safety,  efficiency,  or  which  prevent  users  of  the 
aviation  system  from  conducting  their  activities  in  a  cost-effective  way? 

•  Does  the  expenditure,  in  helping  with  the  first  two  justifications,  enhance  the  eminence  of  the  United 
States  by  continuing  to  assure  the  worid's  best,  sa^st  aviation  system,  whose  products  are  attractive  in 
world  maricets. 

•  Since  aviation  is  a  major,  high-multiplio'  gen»ator  of  jobs  and  economic  activity  in  the  United  States, 
will  the  expenditure  contribute  to  job  growth  and  the  preservation  of  critical  industries? 

Airlines,  in  their  dire  financial  straits,  are  in  many  cases  down-sizing,  grounding  aircraft  and  shrinking  their  new 
aircraft  orders.  Small  general  aviation  has  not  recovered  from  its  problems. 

Perhaps  the  most  cogent  reason  to  punue  the  improvement  of  the  aviation  system  is  illustrated  by  the  high  and  con- 
tinuing cost  of  delays. 

These  FAA  figtires  which  we  cited  earlier  in  our  testimony  dramatically  illustrate  the  problem: 

Currendy  23  airports  suffer  20,000  hours  of  delay  or  more  per  year.  If  nothing  is  done  to  increase  system  capacity. 
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FAA  forecssts  ditt  tfae  ninober  of  anpofts  with  an  fflinual  20,(X)0  houn  or  more  of  delay  per  year 
the  year  2001. 

Aiipoit  and  airspace  delays  inaeased  in  1992  by  4%  over  1991  delays,  aocoding  to  ATA,  while  die  level  of  opera- 
tions remained  flat  In  1991, 297,758  aircraft  operations  woe  delayed  IS  minutes  or  mote,  according  to  the  FAA.  Can 
we  a£fotd  the  staggering  ammmt  of  wasted  expense  in  cost  and  wotk  productivity? 

These  two  iitdicators  show  that  the  shortcomings  of  our  technical  infiastiuctiae  and  the  inefBciencies  of  the  ATC 
system  are  costly  to  the  users  of  the  system.  They  create  major  costs  due  to  aircraft  delays  aixl  ina/i<-qiiat<»  capacity. 
Equally  in^xxtani,  diese  inefBdendes  hurt  die  economic  competitiveness  (rf  the  United  States. 

The  cost  of  delays  is  in  the  billioas  of  dollars.  Substantial  reductions  in  delays  alone  would  make  a  dramatic  bottom 
line  difference  to  the  aviation  industiy. 

There  is  a  need  to  create  more  nmways  and  mote  airport  infiastroctore  using  AIP  and  FFC  resources.  This  is  necessary 
investment — not  to  build  Taj  Mahals,  but  to  provide  the  airport  capacity  wUdi  is  the  key  ingredient  to  bring  down  die 
cost  of  delays.  While  new  c^jadty  may  not  be  needed  at  the  moment  to  accommodate  more  fti^Us,  new  runways  and 
improved  airport  infrastructure  are  potent  we^Kms  in  the  attanpt  to  reduce  the  money  drain  that  delays  impose  on 
airlines  and  their  passengers.  New  runways  and  their  related  infrastructure  are  far  and  away  the  best  way  to  reduce 
delays  at  busy  aiipctts. 

FACILITIES  &  EQUIPMENT 

Last  year  airports  testified  in  support  of  a  $3  billion  level  for  Fadlilies  &  Equqimeot,  took  dian  the  Administration 
requested,  in  hopes  that  a  dedskn  would  be  made  with  xespta  to  FAA  fad^  ctnsolidation  and  more  funding  would 
be  needed  to  make  the  necessary  and  kng-delayed  ac^ustments  to  the  badly  needed  autcxnation  systnn  nwdemizatioo. 
We  understand  that  the  drciwin  has  not  yet  been  made,  and  diat  FAA  is  likely  to  ask  for  a  level  of  perhaps  $2.6  to  2.7 
InlliotL 

Because  we  have  not  seen  the  details  of  FAA's  budget  (noposal,  we  can  only  point  to  several  projects  we  see  as  most 
ifpnof^Hf* 

We  believe  the  Advanced  Aidoinatioo  System  program  is  dudal  and  must  be  fiilly  funded.  We  suppoit  the  dramati- 
cally  lefocused  AAS  program  for  FY-94,  despite  the  many  past  proUems  in  this  {gogram.  Good  intentions  are  clearly 
present  in  FAA's  current  senior  managers,  but  there  has  been  a  consistent  pattern  of  failure  and  delay.  We  believe  the 
AAS  program  should  be  carefully  monitored  and  tied  to  results  fictHn  the  credible  tefbcusing  of  the  program.  At  the 
same  time,  we  believe  it  is  ejaiemely  iiqKXtant  diat  FAA  not  be  micro-managed.  They  should  be  given  the  flexibility 
to  adiieve  results  on  time  and  within  cost  We  also  believe  diey  should  be  held  accountable  for  getting  die  program 
solidly  on  track.  If  they  are  unable  to  do  so,  die  users  will  not  be  able  to  snpp«t  continuati(xi  of  die  {Hogram  and  its 
escalating  costs. 

If  the  AAS  program  is  to  reach  its  objective  of  providing  real  benefits  to  the  aviation  system  user,  FAA  must  commit  to 
a  continuing  real  wodd  assessmem  of  user  needs.  Hus  must  be  an  cmgrang  process  given  die  reality  of  tedmology 
evolution  and  the  economic  dianges  diat  are  inevitable  over  the  course  of  any  multi-year  development  program. 

A  m^or  part  of  moving  to  a  system  which  provides  ciq>acity ,  efficiency  aixi  delay  reduction  benefits  to  users  is  the 
early  development  (rfemoote,  flow  management  and  teiminal/aitport  surface  autranation  aids  to  controllers.  While  this 
wotk  unfortunately  remaiiis  in  the  R&D  realm,  it  is  inq)erative  that  the  F&E  progiam  provide  the  technology  "hooks 
and  handles"  to  aoccmmodate  diese  delay-reducing  antomatioo  tools  as  soon  as  dieir  development  is  complete. 

WesuppcrtdieooniiimeddevelopiiiemaiidprocMeuiemofKCcrowaveIjm(lingSysteinsforCategoiy2and3 
operations.  While  there  is  a  growing  view  that  satellite  navigation  will  serve  to  provide  universal  non-precisioB 
q)proach  oqability  and  Cattery  1  service,  we  believe  Cat^oiy  2  and  3  operations  must  be  served  by  a  hi^y 
capable,  but  far  simpler  MLS  than  has  been  planned  tq>  to  now.  The  development  needs  to  go  forward  nqndly  and 
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innovatively. 

A  proportionately  large  part  of  FAA's  F&E  budget  goes  to  support  contracts  of  various  kinds.  This  is  the  direct  result 
of  decisions  made  twelve  years  ago  not  to  increase  FAA's  internal  personnel  as  the  F&E  task  grew  about  ten-fold.  It 
has  resulted  in  FAA  having  to  utilize  a  variety  of  support  contractors  to  make  up  for  its  own  inability  to  deal  with  its 
large  tasks.  It  may  be  appropriate  to  reexamine  the  situation  to  establish  clearly  whether  FAA  still  has  the  internal 
expertise  to  effectively  manage  and  control  its  many  contractors  and  helpers. 

RESEARCH  AND  DEVELOPMENT 

We  believe  an  appropriation  of  $300  million  is  justified  for  FY- 1994  if  we  are  to  create  the  R&D  effort  and  the  results 
we  need. 

The  international  aviation  system  has  been  bmlt  on  innovations  created  for  the  most  part  in  the  United  States,  brought 
by  imaginative  research  and  development 

FAA's  Research  and  Development  is  beginning  to  revive  after  the  years  in  which  the  NAS  Plan  needs  predominated. 
FAA  top  management  has  been  trying  hard  to  rejuvenate  real  R&D. 

Industry's  support  for  FAA's  efforts  and  for  a  growing  Rf&D  budget  has  been  based  on  the  assumption  of  further 
progress  on  a  number  of  problems.  Among  them:  strengthening  FAA  staffing,  improving  the  transition  from  Rf&D  to 
practical  use,  and  the  need  for  progress  on  system  engineering  decisions.  There  has  been  progress,  but  continuing 
attention  needs  to  be  focussed  on  the  rigidity  and  complexity  of  the  procurement  process  for  Rf&D. 

The  industry  view  on  the  need  for  substantive  R&D  was  strengthened  immeasurably  by  the  January  1993  update  of  the 
Review  of  the  FAA  R,E&D  Program  by  the  blue-ribbon  group  headed  by  Norman  Augustine,  chairman  and  chief 
executive  officer  of  the  Martin-Marietta  Corporation.  The  report  deserves  the  attention  and  support  of  everyone 
interested  in  aviation  and  the  continued  eminence  of  the  United  States. 

Among  its  findings: 

•  Research,  Engineering  and  Development  fimding  has  declined  in  recent  years  from  about  6  percent  of 
the  total  FAA  budget  to  about  2.5  percent,  although  a  considerable  part  of  the  increase  in  spending  in  the 
early  1980's  was  to  engineer  the  National  Airspace  System  Plan.  Although  addressing  a  problem  of 
major  national  consequence,  this  spending  level  represents  a  tiny  percentage  compared  to  most  other 
government  departments  ( 10%  for  the  Interior  Department,  1 3%  for  Defense,  37%  for  Dept  of  Energy) 

•  The  effort  required  -  research  and  development  and,  later,  implementation  -  fcH'  a  number  of  evolutionary 
improvements  is  clear.  But  for  certain  areas,  the  FAA  system  engineering  process  must  generate  system 
decisions  and  establish  the  future  system  architecture,  which  can  then  allow  breaking  major  tasks  into 
manageable  development  and  implementation  projects. 

•  The  safe  achievement  of  additional  airspace  and  airport  system  c^>acity  be  assigned  as  the  highest 
{siority  within  the  FAA  research,  engineoing  and  development  activity. 

•  Airport  cq>acity,  although  related  to  airspace  capacity,  is  not  a  naturally  limited  commodity.  Nonethe- 
less, there  are  not  many  sources  of  additional  airport  capacity. 

•  The  present  airport  system  should  be  optimized  through:  physical  airfield  and  terminal  improvements 
and  expansion;  ground  access  enhancement;  procedural/operational  changes  and  flow  management,  and 
use  of  new  c^)acity  technology.  The  wake  vortex  problem,  a  major  deterrent  to  the  safe  achievement  of 
additional  airport  capacity,  is  representative  of  a  problem  in  the  past  conduct  of  FAA  research  and 
development  The  effort  has  often  suffered  from  limited  management  attention,  erratic  fimding  and  lack 
of  focus. 
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•  At  the  growing  number  of  airports  where  noise  is  a  significant  factor  in  limiting  capacity,  other  technolo- 
gies also  offer  promise.  Wise  use  of  curved,  segmented  and  short  final  approach  paths  and  flexible 
dq>arture  paths  can  provide  significant  benefits.  Rexible  noise  abatement  procedures  help,  and  the 
FAA's  work  to  exploit  better  navigation  c^jabilities  (e.g.,  flight  management/area  navigation  systems, 
the  Microwave  Landing  System  (MLS),  and  the  Global  Navigation  Satellite  System  [GNSS])  needs  to 
proceed  rapidly.  In  the  light  of  heavy  federal  investment  in  the  Airport  Improvement  Program  (AIP), 
with  pabaps  $1  billion  expended  annually  on  airport  pavement  alone,  a  meaningful  effort  on  product 
in^)rovement  research  and  development  seems  fully  justifiable,  especially  if  it  is  specific  and  directed  a 
meaningful,  measurable  results. 

•  Security  is  an  area  wherein  cotisiderable  progress  has  been  made  throughout  the  world,  although  enor- 
mous challenges  remain.The  general  approach  to  this  problem  has  been  more  of  a  "bottom-up"  character 
than  a  structured  top  down  effort  related  to  the  real  threat  and  consequent  objectives.  It  is  essential  to 
sudy  the  philosophical  underpinnings  of  the  approach  to  security  and  to  apply  techniques  flexibly  and 
cost-effectively. 

We  propose  that  the  FAA  budget  request  which  we  believe  will  be  on  the  order  of  $250  or  $260  million,  be  augmented 
to  at  least  $3(X)  million,  with  the  following  specific  augmentations: 

A.  Airport  Pavement  R&D,  to  move  toward  a  new  universal  pavement  design  methodology,  the  building  of 
new  and  instrumented  test  p>avements,  and  the  long  term  data  gathering  and  proof  testing  of  new  con- 
cepts and  methodologies:  an  increase  of  $11  million 

The  clear  payoff  is  in  the  potential  for  improvement  of  the  design  and  longevity  of  airport  pavements 
and  permitting  rational  planning  of  airport  pavements  properly  designed  for  a  future  with  larger,  heavier 
aircraft  The  investment  suggested  as  a  beginning  for  a  long  term  program  is  a  small  percentage  of  the 
approximate  $1  Billion  annual  federal  investment  in  airport  pavement 

B.  For  a  revitalized  effort  to  ameliorate  the  effects  of  wake  vortices:  an  increase  of  $8  million 

The  payoff  is  in  regaining  a  large  part  of  the  1 2- 1 5%  airport  opacity  lost  as  a  result  of  the  wake  vortex 
restrictions. 

C.  To  increase  the  emphasis  on  exploitation  of  new  concepts  and  technologies  for  airport  surface  traffic 
managementMinway  incursion  control:  an  increase  of  $5  million 

The  problem  of  runway  incursions,  which  spawned  two  major  on-airport  collisions  in  1991,  is  best  dealt 
with  by  energetic  development  of  a  modem  airport  surface  traffic  management  system.  Such  a  system, 
composed  of  many  elements,  can  simultaneously  reduce  the  risk  of  incursions  and  iiiq>rove  the  effi- 
ciency of  airp)ort  operations.  It  is  a  valuable  investment  in  safety  and  Ciq>acity. 

D.  For  an  increase  in  the  extent  of  effort  and  the  time  required  for  completion  of  development  of  real 
terminal  area  automation  and  ghosting  display  applications:  an  increase  of  $5  million 

Conqjelling  studies  have  shown  that  reduction  of  variability  of  arrival  and  departure  streams  can  offer 
^)prox.  12%  of  additional  capacity.  Automation  aids  for  controller  to  help  them  better  handle  the  large  . 
number  of  variables  which  are  part  of  the  ATC  process  are  a  fine  investment  in  both  safety  and  capacity. 

E.  For  an  intense  high  priority  effort  on  satellite  navigation,  so  as  to  facilitate  utilization  of  the  U.S.  Global 
Positioning  System  (GPSyiCAO  Global  Navigation  Satellite  System  (GNSS).  Development  of  ground 
differential  stations  and  landing  capability  demonstrations,  integrity  monitoring,  verification  of  autono- 
mous integrity  monitoring:  an  increase  of  $3  million 
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This  new  system  pranises  to  revolutionize  the  way  in  which  aiictaft  (and  many  other  vdiicles  navigate, 
and  as  a  new  primaiy  surveillance  tool.  The  degree  to  ^^di  it  can  operate  autononoously  widuxit 
elaborate  giound  aids  win  to  large  degree  establish  its  vakie.  An  ei>eigetic  development  effon  now  to 
answer  the  iwnaining  questions  wiD  yield  a  high  leium  to  US.  and  worid  aviation  and  beyond. 

F.  For  the  siqipottreseazcfa  and  devetofflnem  required  for  the  system  eiigineenng  design  of  die  future 
system,  especially  for  the  integration  of  the  various  FAA  automation  effoits  and  flow  management/ 
control  projects:  an  increase  of  $5  mOUoD 

FAA  faces  a  series  of  primaiy  issues,  the  answers  to  which  are  essential  if  rational  R&D  effcat  is  to  be 
undertaken,  and  if  cost-effective  system  implementation  is  to  be  achieved. 

G.  To  increase  die  enqihasis  on  introduction  of  oiioute  automation  (AERA)  into  the  ATC  system,  and  to 
assure  smoodi  impaled  traffic  management  transition  from  enrouteAo  tenninal  aieaAo  on-aiipoit- 
suiface  automatioo:  an  increase  of  $10  mflUaii 

The  best  hope  for  efficient  and  operatioaalty  sensible  handling  of  aircraft  in  tbc  future  ever-more-dense 
traffic  environment  lies  in  die  introduction  of  automation  aids  to  help  controller  handle  the  large  number 
of  variables,  consider  ibe  needs  and  wishes  of  die  aircraft  operators,  and  make  best  use  of  die  dynami- 
cally changing  weadier  and  winds  aloft  situatioo. 

H.  For  an  analysis  and  demonstratioa  of  the  value  of  TCAS  technology  and  cockiHttrafBc  displays  to 
adiieve  safe  increases  in  tenninal  area  capacity:  an  increase  of  $2  ODdDion 

Even  a  small  peroenlage  of  dynanuc  longitudinal  si»cing  reduction  has  direct  capacity  payoff,  in 
addition  to  die  safety  and  confidence  provided  whm  {nlols  have  improved  awareness  of  surrounding 
traffic. 

L    To  increase  FAA  RAD  eCferts  in  airport  wildlife  control  and  to  permit  FAA  to  complete  its  commitment 
to  siqipat  die  work  on  die  Animal  Cootrol  Program  with  emphasis  on  efforts  to  reduce  bird-aircraft 
coUisions:  an  increase  of  $0,5  mflUan 

Bird  strikes  contimie  to  do  damage  to  die  aviation  system,  and  a  continuing  promisiiig  research  effort 
needs  to  be  punned. 

Hnally,  we  recommend  that  $300,000  be  available  to  Requirements  and  Tedinical  Concepts  for  Aviatim  (RTCA),  a 
non-profit  organization,  to  devdop  Minimum  Aviation  Systems  Performance  Standards,  Minimum  Operational 
Performance  Standards  and  such  odier  special  studies  diat  may  be  requested  by  FAA  to  enhance  safety,  efficiency  and 
capacity  of  the  nation's  uuy&ue  aod  aiipctt  system  and  to  fiirilitatr  die  introduction  of  new  technology  into  that  system 
for  the  same  purposes. 

It  seems  especially  appiojiriaie  to  tinaminr.  the  ratios  between  FAA's  several  R&D  activities.  Last  year  the  amount 
appropriated  for  FAA's  primary  mission,  die  creation  of  an  efficient  ATC  infrastructure  (ATC  and  CNS)  was  about 
$95  million.  $84  millian  wett  for  Aircraft  Safety  and  Security,  nearly  $24  million  for  explosives  detection  research. 
Only  iSS  million  was  apfvopriated  for  Airport  Technology.  These  ratios  seem  lopsided,  especially  widi  respect  to 
airport  techtiology,  siiKX  diere  is  a  large  investnient  of  airport  aid  fimds  for  airport  pavetneiits,  arid  airport  capacity 
liinitations  are  the  imgor  source  of  the  dday  costs  we  all  defdore.  Directed  research  and  development  of  the  most 
practical  kind  in  these  areas  can  yiek)  very  large  payback  to  the  nation,  and  thus  we  propose  significant  additions  to  die 
expected  FAA  budget 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  die  subcranmittee,  we  qipredate  die  opportunity  to  share  our  views  on  die  critically 
important  funding  issues  &oed  by  the  Congress  dus  year  as  it  relates  to  transportation  in  general,  and  aviation  and 
airport  issues  more  specifically.  We  pledge  our  stqiport  and  assistance  in  moving  the  process  forward.  Thank  you. 
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March  10,  1993 

Statement  of  Jack  Olcott 

President,  National  Business  Aircraft  Association 

before  the  Aviation  Subcommittee 

House  Public  Works  and  Transportation  Committee 

March  10,  1993 

on  behalf  of  the  following  organizations: 

Air  Freight  Association 

Air  line  Pilots  Association 

Air  Transport  Association  of  America 

Aircraft  Owners  and  Pilots  Association 

Airport  Consultants  Coimcil 

Airports  Council  International  -  North  America 

AJnerican  Association  of  Airport  Executives 

General  Aviation  Manufacturers  Association 

National  Aircraft  Resale  Association 

National  Air  Carrier  Association 

National  Air  Transportation  Association 

National  Association  of  State  Aviation  Officials 

National  Business  Aircraft  Association 

Sport  Aircraft  Manufacturers  Association 

Conclusions  and  Recommendations  on  the  FAA  Advanced  Aatomation  System  Program 

Since  the  annoimcement  of  the  National  Airspace  System  Plan  in  1981,  virtuaUy  the 
entire  aviation  industry  has  enthusiastically  supported  its  early  implementation.  The 
Advanced  Automation  System  program  is  a  central  element  of  the  FAA  system 
modernization.  The  industry  has  been  greatly  concerned  about  the  problems  this 
program  has  encoimtered,  and  by  the  erosion  of  the  promised  capabilities.  At  the  same 
time  we  are  well  aware  of  the  magnitude  and  complexity  of  the  effort,  and  we  recognize 
that  the  AAS  will  be  perhaps  the  largest,  most  challenging,  real-time,  continuous- 
operation  data  processing  system  in  the  world. 

The  FAA  Advanced  Automation  System,  like  many  of  the  FAA  National  Airspace 
System  Plan  projects,  is  4  to  S  years  late.  Why  did  it  happen?  It  was  a  combination  of 
many  problems:  optimistic  schedules;  lack  of  enough  qu^ified  FAA  people;  outside- 
contractors  doing  work,  by  default,  which  should  be  done  by  competent  insiders;  internal 
organization  problems;  management  supervision  lapses  and  serious  policy  mistakes; 
contract  performance  difficulties,  and  so  on. 
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The  AAS  system  was  to  be  capable  of  accommodating  full  use  of  digital  conmmnications, 
and  was  to  indude  AERA,  the  automated  enroute  air  trafBc  control  system,  which  would 
for  the  first  time  permit  aircraft  to  be  separated  from  other  aircraft  rather  than  from 
airspace  sectors.  AERA  was  to  permit  flexible,  user-preferred  routings  while  performing 
a  growing  number  of  routine  ATC  tasks  automatically,  thus  introducing  a  far  greater 
degree  of  flexibility  into  the  system  than  was  possible  before.  The  AAS  was  to  be  able  to 
accommodate  a  flow  control  ^stem  to  overlie  and  smooth  the  trafBc  flows.  It  was  to 
accommodate  a  series  of  automation  functions  as  they  were  developed.  AAS  with  these 
capabilities  was  to  see  first  operational  implementation  by  1993. 

Because  it  had  been  agreed  that  all  significant  automation  functions  were  to  become  part 
of  the  AAS  system,  a  number  of  worthwhile  automation  R&D  projects  were  put  off  as 
the  AAS  delays  began  piling  up.  FAA  found  itself  unable,  because  of  the  rigidities  of  the 
contracting  process  and  rigidities  it  imposed  on  itself^  to  make  rapid  structural 
adjustments.  What  was  done  were  frequent  changes  of  specifications  compensated  for  by 
time  extensions,  and  reductions  in  deliverable  capabilities. 

There  were  other  problems  caused  by  the  rapid  change  in  technology,  and  yet  other 
problems  piled  on.  The  idea  of  absorbing  most  if  not  all  terminal  frudlities  into  the  ATC 
centers  ran  into  great  opposition  on  manpower,  operational,  technical,  and  political 
grounds,  and  caused  problems  to  the  AAS  by  requiring  a  rigid  design  to  be  held  open  to 
accommodate  ai^  of  various  eventual  solutions  to  the  &dlity  consolidation  matter. 

The  contractions  in  AAS  capability  and  each  new  delay  has  put  the  user  benefits  farther 
beyond  reach.  The  sharp  focus  on  satisfying  FAA's  internal  desires  has  long  subordinated 
the  needs  of  the  ultimate  users  of  AAS  -  the  airlines,  general  aviation  and  the  military. 
Benefits  to  the  nation  have  been  delayed,  possibly  to  the  point  of  missing  opportunities 
to  achieve  increases  in  cs4>acify  and  efficiency  that  airspace  users  need  badly.  FAA's 
system  management  resulted  in  continually  changing  requirements  which  cascaded  into 
delays  and  lesser  system  capabilities. 

From  the  perspective  of  the  customers  for  FAA's  services,  delays  in  AAS  are  serious 
indeed.  The  FAA  National  Airspace  System  Plan  initiated  in  1981-82  featured  the 
Advanced  Automation  System  as  its  central  element,  the  one  part  of  the  NAS  Plan 
which  promised  major  system  in^rovements  to  the  users.  The  aviation  commimity,  in 
supporting  the  NAS  Plan,  realized  that  most  of  the  projects  were  simply  modernization 
and  upgrading  of  FAA's  aging  fadUties.  Only  when  the  terminal  and  enroute  (AERA) 
automation  and  data  link  ^stems  q>peared  would  the  users  get  real  operational  benefits. 

What  to  do  next 

There  is  a  long  litany  of  problems.  It  woiild  be  easy  to  find  fault  and  lay  blame.  But  that 
is  a  fruitless  pursuit  and  would  sin^)ly  create  further  delay  and  more  costs.  It  is  far  better 
to  1^  out  the  work  needed  to  achieve  early  tangible  products  in  the  field. 
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Representatives  of  several  of  the  signatory  organizations  to  this  statement  had  the 
opportunity  to  meet  with  FAA's  leadership  a  few  days  ago,  to  help  tis  to  better 
understand  the  dilemma  and  to  consider  a  constructive  way  ahead.  Our  group  found 
FAA's  leadership  to  be  fiilly  open,  well  aware  of  the  problems,  and  willing  to  be  fully 
innovative  in  finding  the  proper  way  ahead. 

FAA's  Acting  Administrator  Del  Balzo  acknowledged  that  perhaps  the  most  serious 
causes  of  the  present  situation  were  of  FAA's  own  making.  The  most  important  has  been 
the  lack  of  active  involvement  of  top  management  in  the  growing  difGculties.  While  there 
has  been  much  attention  to  FAA's  acquisition/procurement  problems,  the  leadership 
now  acknowledges  that  FAA  has  not  used  the  powers  and  the  flexibihty  the  laws  and 
regulations  allow  to  make  needed  changes  as  circumstances  and  the  level  of  knowledge 
have  changed.  Top  management  did  not  adequately  control  the  process  of  laying  out  and 
then  controlling  the  requirements  the  contractor  was  expected  to  meet 

We  believe  that  the  steps  now  taken  and  announced  by  FAA  are  prudent  and  we  support 
them,  subject  to  the  reconunendations  given  later  in  this  testimony,  and  assuming 
continuing  vigilance  and  discipline  to  assure  that  valid  controller  and  user  concerns  are 
accommodated  without  generating  additional  delays.  A  number  of  management 
inq>rovements  have  been  under  way  for  perhaps  two  years,  spurred  initially  by  the  then- 
Administrator,  and  now,  in  the  last  few  weeks,  expanded  by  the  Acting  Administrator. 
Yet  we  are  also  aware  that  FAA  management  has  a  history  of  changing  very  rapidly,  for 
many  reasons,  and  the  beneficial  changes  can  be  erased  by  the  stroke  of  a  pen  or  t^  a 
turnover  of  the  leadership.  We  believe  the  real  challenge  is  to  assure  continuity  of 
purpose  and  leadership  to  keep  this  program  on  the  proper  path. 

Recommendations 

There  has  been  discussion  of  simply  canceling  the  AAS  contract  and  starting  over.  Our 
organizations  believe  this  would  be  a  great  mistake,  and  would  simply  create  more  delays 
and  more  cost 

We  beUeve  that  FAA  must  set,  as  it  is  trying  to  do,  a  clear  baseline  for  its  efforts,  and 
make  adherence  to  schedule  and  cost  a  primary  goal.  We  agree  that  the  proposed 
schedule  of  first  operational  conmiissioning  of  the  Initial  Sector  Suite  System  in  October 
19%  is  probably  best  that  can  be  achieved,  but  we  believe  it  must  be  strictly  adhered  to. 

If  such  a  firm  baseline  is  set,  we  reconunend  that  FAA  restructure  the  AAS  contract  to 
permit  the  early  completion  of  elements  which  can  be  fielded  to  achieve  early  benefits.  If 
Congressional  relief  is  needed  to  empower  FAA  to  tmdertake  such  restructuring,  we  urge 
that  such  reUef  be  giveiL 

It  is  clear  now  that  continuous,  well-meaning  changes  in  the  details  of  what  was  actually 
wanted  of  the  inq)lemented  AAS  created  a  serious,  self-imposed  problem  for  FAA  From 
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the  beguming  of  the  work  FAA  had  used  groups  of  controllers  as  well  as  the  ATC 
oiganizatioii  management  to  assure  that  the  system  to  be  produced  could  be  used  by  and 
would  meet  the  needs  of  the  controller  community.  The  process  went  on  far  too  long 
without  crystallizing  the  design,  and  the  learning  processes  and  changing  perceptions  by 
successive  groups  of  ATC  people  kept  the  system  needs  and  specifications  in  flux, 
exacerbating  delay  and  cost  problems. 

The  long  dels^  in  the  realization  of  automation  benefits  for  the  users  have  been 
exacerbated  because  FAA  management  at  the  very  top  did  not  pU^  a  sufficiently  active 
management  role.  FAA  managers  considered,  property,  the  desires  of  the  FAA  ATC 
Service  and  the  Facilities/Maintenance  Service.  However,  they  paid  far  less  attention  to 
meeting  the  needs  of  the  users  of  the  FAA  system  -  the  airline  general  aviation  and  the 
militaiy. 

This  matter  has  dramatically  slowed  development  and  resulted  in  a  lack  of  focus  on  the 
user  benefits  that  should  have  been  the  primary  objective.  Yet  first  commissioning  of  real 
automation  aids  for  controUers  which  will  improve  the  system  operation  can't  be  allowed 
to  be  delayed  untfl  after  2000.  Therefore, 

1.  We  recommend  that  FAA  establish  an  internal  advocate  for  the  needs  of  the 
FAA  customers  to  balance  these  needs  with  the  needs  and  wishes  of  the  FAA 
organizations  in  the  FAA  inner  management  circles.  We  believe  a  "new  contract' 
between  FAA  and  the  users  is  essential  if  user  siqjport  for  the  program  is  to 
continue.  We  recommend  that  FAA,  perhaps  throi^  this  inside  advocate,  work 
with  the  user  conununity  on  a  quarterly  basis,  through  the  Advisory  Committee 
structure  or  other  mechanism.  The  "contract"  must  include  regular  reports  and 
discussions  concerning  schedule  and  cost  achievements  as  well  as  candid  reviews 
of  obstacles  that  are  impeding  timely  deployment  in  the  field. 

Further,  we  recommend  that  FAA: 

2.  Proceed  aggressively  with  the  Interim  Sector  Suite  System  as  the  foundation  for 
v/hax  is  to  follow,  fireezing  requirements  and  resolve  remaining  open  issues  rapidly. 
Establish  October  1996  as  the  firm  date  for  first  commissioning. 

If  development  and  implementation  of  this  system  are  to  proceed  sensibly,  it  is 
essential  that  the  long  delayed  decision  on  FAA  faahty  consolidation  be  made 
r:y>idly.  Additional  uncertainty,  costs  and  delays  must  be  e]q>ected  if  the 
consolidation  decisions  are  further  delayed. 

3.  Pursue  aggressively  the  early  implementation  of  the  Automated  Enroute  Air 
Traffic  Control  System  (AERA)  and  introduce  the  capability  in  Seattle 
immediately  after  commissioning  of  ISSS  in  order  to  provide  valuable  benefits  to 
airspace  users. 
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4.  Proceed  rapidly  with  the  development  of  the  Tenninal  Advanced  Automation 
System  (TAAS)  as  the  appropriate  system  evolution  for  major  terminals 
(TRACXJNS). 

Move  rapidfy  to  system  decisions  with  respect  to  the  right  solution  for  smaller 
TRACONs,  recogniziiig  the  benefits  of  using  the  same  technologies  and  AAS 
contractual  arrangements  for  these  systems. 

5.  Pursue  aggressively  early  implementation,  on  a  tight  time  schedule,  of  the 
Terminal  Area  Traffic  Control  System,  starting  with  the  Center  TRACON 
Automation  System  (CTAS)  with  first  application  on  existing  ARTS-in  systems 
with  digital  displays,  and  plan  on  earliest  possible  national  implementation  of  the 
TATCA  c^>abilities  (and  related  airport  surface  automation  capabilities)  on  the 
TAAS. 

6.  Review,  and  reach  decisions  within  12  months,  as  to  whether  the  Area  Control 
Coaq>uter  Conq>lex  (ACCC)  and  the  Tower  Control  Computer  Complex  (TCCC) 
are  still  the  best  solutions.  As  needed,  modify  the  system  architecture  to 
encompass  the  modified  requirements. 

There  are  other  steps  to  be  taken,  beyond  the  decision  on  facility  consolidation,  if  FAA 
and  users  are  to  have  a  sound  planning  base  for  the  future.  They  are: 

Decisions  on  the  role  of  flow  control  and  its  relationship  to  ATC  separation  by 
AERA  and  follow-on. 

Decisions  on  the  role  of  digital  communications  (data  link)  in  the  FAA 
automation  system  and  development  of  appropriate  standards. 

Dedsioos  on  the  manner  and  the  time  that  airborne  Flight  Management 
Systems/ Area  Navigation  capabilities  will  be  incorporated  into  the  FAA  system. 

Decisions  on  a  flexible  system  architecture  which  can  accommodate  Automatic 
Dependent  Surveillance  (ADS),  enroute  and  terminal  automation  aids,  and 
runway  incursion/airport  surface  automation. 

Decisions  on  the  way  AAS  will  be  designed  to  provide  weather  products  and 
services  to  pilots  and  controllers.  The  needed  subsystems  and  peripherals  must  be 
developed  and  properly  interfaced  to  ensure  that  the  FAA  system  uses  and 
provides  the  best,  most  current  weather  information. 


We  believe  FAA  could  be  helped  on  two  other  matters: 
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The  rules  for  procurement  inqxised  by  the  OfGce  of  Management  and  Budget  (OMB),  at 
their  best,  are  intended  to  assure  that  technologies  are  mature,  and  that  systems  are 
fairly  and  conqtetitivety  evaluated  before  procurement  proceeds.  The  process,  wdiich 
injects  elaborate  rules  and  rigid  "key  decision  points"  on  procurement  decisions,  was 
inqxised  at  a  time  presidents  were  attacking  Congress  and  the  "spendthrift"  agencies  of 
government  OMB  devised  mechanisms  to  slow  the  buying  and  spending  process.  While 
the  intent  is  to  assure  weIl<onsidered  government  spending  and  high-quality  products, 
the  reality  is  frequentfy  just  delay  and  less  than  up-to-date  technology.  FAA  must  be 
given  the  opportunity  to  use  sound  engineering  judgement  and  common  sense,  and  must 
not  be  hobbled  by  questionable  processes  and  perpetual  second-guessing. 

The  absence  of  an  adequate  number  of  in-house  FAA  technologists  and  managers  has 
placed  FAA  in  a  position  of  not  being  able  to  properly  manage  and  direct  the  work  of  its 
many  support  contractors.  The  present  internal  management  structure  has  led  to 
unconnected  services  being  provided  by  multiple  contractors,  which  in  turn  can  lead  to 
increased  costs.  FAA  needs  a  highly  con:q}etent  corps  of  experts  and  managers  to  direct 
contractors  and  oversee  the  projects  that  will  lead  to  a  more  efBdent  and  modem 
aviation  systenL 

Conclusion 

The  organizations  for  wfaidi  I  am  speaking  today  support  the  dramatically  refocused  AAS 
program  for  FY-94,  but  it  must  be  said  that  our  patience  and  Mth  in  FAA  promises  of 
program  reform  are  limited  Good  intentions  are  plearly  present  in  FAA's  current  senior 
managers,  but  there  has  been  a  consistent  pattern  of  failure  and  delay.  We  believe  the 
funding  for  the  AAS  program  for  future  years  should  be  carefully  monitored  from  the 
top  and  tied  to  results  fitnn  the  credible  refocusing  of  the  program. 

At  the  same  time,  we  believe  it  is  extremely  important  that  FAA  not  be  micro-managed. 
They  should  be  given  the  flexibility  to  achieve  results  on  time  and  within  cost  We  also 
believe  they  should  be  held  accountable  for  getting  the  program  solidly  on  track.  If  they 
are  unable  to  do  so,  the  users  will  not  be  able  to  support  continuation  of  the  program 
and  its  escalating  costs. 

If  the  AAS  program  is  to  readi  its  objective  of  providing  real  benefits  to  the  aviation 
system  user,  FAA  must  commit  to  a  continuing  real  world  assessment  of  user  needs. 
This  must  be  an  ongoing  process  given  the  reality  of  technology  evolution  and  the 
economic  changes  that  are  inevitable  over  the  course  of  any  multi-year  development 
progranL 
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Retaining  and  Enhancing  U.S.  Eminence  and  Competitiveness  in  Aviation 

Aviation  is  an  excellent  example  of  what  is  good  and  right  about  the  US  as  it 
strives  to  remain  a  competitive  world  leader.  However  its  current  precarious 
condition  is  also  an  indicator  of  prospective  and  already  quite  visible 
deterioration  as  a  result  of  near-sighted  policies  which  are  likely  to  end  US 
eminence  unless  major  changes  take  place. 

Aviation  is  and  remains  a  major  export  and  is  an  area  where  the  US  has  been 
the  undisputed  leader  for  many  years.  Aviation  technology  and  capability  also 
have  grown  dramatically  over  the  last  few  years  in  Europe  and  Japan,  with 
large  amounts  of  research  and  development  funding  applied.  The  US,  through 
bad  government  policies  probably  more  than  by  inadequate  funding,  has 
starved  its  wellspring  resources. 

This  document  concentrates  on  the  fortunes  of  the  Federal  Aviation 
Administration  as  an  element  in  maintaining  U.S.  eminence  in  aviation.  The 
keys  to  its  continued  leadership  are  a)  a  continuing  flow  of  cost-beneficial 
technologies  and  attractive  evolutionary  products,  and  b)  the  ability  to  select 
the  best  technologies  and  to  carry  innovations  and  new  capabilities  to  fruition 
and  practical  use  in  a  timely  way. 

It  is  essential  that  FAA  be  able  to  choose  and  carry  to  implementation  the 
promising  new  capabilities  -  satellite  technologies,  the  dramatic  evolution  in 
communications,  and  the  fruits  of  the  computer  revolution.  For  long-term 
success,  the  flow  of  new  technologies  must  be  assured  and  sponsored.  The 
sources  are  the  industry,  NASA  the  Defense  establishment  and  universities,  as 
well  as  FAA  itself. 

The  National  Aeronautics  and  Space  Administration  (NASA),  currently  in  a 
struggle  to  maintain  its  space  role  in  a  time  of  declining  budgets,  has  never 
considered  aeronautics  as  a  major  thrust,  and  has  diminished  it  in  recent 
times.  The  effeaive  decline  has  been  hastened  by  a  doctrinaire  Office  of 
Management  and  Budget  (OMB)  policy  which  has  tried  to  reduce  NASA 
involvement  in  aeronautics,  claiming  that  the  needed  work  could  be  done 
better  and  cheaper  by  the  industry.  The  reality  is  that  of  the  three  major  US 
civilian  large-aircraft  manufacturers  of  recent  times,  one  is  out  of  business  and 
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one  is  in  serious  jeopardy.  General  aviation  manufocturing  is  a  shadow  of  its  previous 
strength,  not  in  small  part  because  of  near-catastrophic  product  liability  laws,  but  also 
because  NASA  has  never  provided  a  meaningful  technology  base  for  general  aviation. 

It  seems  beyond  dispute  that  there  has  been,  and  is  today,  a  major  role  for  organizations 
like  NASA  to  help  industry  move  into  innovation. 

This  role  for  NASA,  and  a  similar  role  for  FAA,  are  especially  important  in  the  light  of 
declining  Department  of  Defense  budgets.  Over  many  years  a  very  substantive  amount  of 
pioneering  research,  mudi  of  it  transferrable  to  civilian  use,  has  been  done  by  the 
extensive  and  e]q>enave  net  of  military  research  laboratories  and  DARPA,  the  potent 
Defense  Advanced  Research  organization.  They  have  done  a  great  deal  of  valuable  work, 
frequentiy  without  the  excessive  and  often  destructive  oversight  and  control  suffered  by 
civilian  agencies,  (one  small  example  is  the  role  of  DARPA  in  the  development  of  small 
hand-held  GPS  satellite  navigation  receivers,  made  fomous  in  Desert  Storm).  If  military 
R&D  diminishes,  it  is  crucial  for  the  U.S.  for  civilian  agencies  to  take  up  the  slack. 

An  idea  of  magnimde  of  R&D  investment  for  FY-92: 

FAA's  R,E&D  qjpropriation  was  $218  million. 

NASA's  R,T&E  ^ipropriation  for  aeronautics  work  was  on  the  order  of  $1  billion. 
DOD's  FY- 1992  ^ipropriation  for  RJD.T&E  was  i^iprox.  $33  billion,  of  which  $11 
billion  was  earmarked  for  advanced  science  and  teclmology. 

FAA  as  an  Example  of  the  Problem  and  Approaches  to  Solutions 

The  following  material  uses  FAA  as  one  example  of  the  problems  i&dag  the  U.S.  as  seen 
by  expert  industry  observers,  and  some  thoughts  about  remedies. 

In  considering  this  example,  several  problems  are  examined,  vMcb  represent  serious 
difticulties,  but  also  potential  solutions. 

The  discussion  relates  to: 

The  U.S.  Historic  Role  in  Technology  Flow 

The  People  Problem,  and  Husbanding  FAA  Skills  for  the  Future 

Personnel  Management  and  Organizational  Hurdles 

The  Prociu-ement/ Acquisition  Problem  -  A  Process  Out  of  Control 

Research  and  Development  -  Rigidities  of  the  Process 

System  Capacity  Achievement  as  a  Tool  to  Assert  Competitiveness 

The  U.S.  Historic  Role  in  the  Flow  of  Technology  and  Innovation 
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The  international  aviation  system  has  been  buih  on  innovations  created  for  the  most  part 
in  the  United  States,  brought  by  imaginative  research  and  development.  R&D  in  various 
government  and  industry  incarnations  has  been  important  to  aviation  since  the  Wright 
brothers.  The  Qvil  Aeronautics  Administration's  Technical  Development  and  Evaluation 
Center  in  Indianapolis,  a  tiny  facility  helping  various  parts  of  the  FAA-predecessor  Civil 
Aeronautics  Administration  long  before  there  was  a  formal  R&D  body,  provided  major 
innovations.  Later,  the  Air  Navigation  Development  Board,  the  Airways  Modernization 
Board,  and  finally  a  half  dozen  versions  of  research  &  development  bodies  in  FAA 
worked  with  the  industry  and  users  to  create  the  foundations  for  our  present  ATC  and 
aviation  support  system. 

Every  meaningful  FAA  modernization  effort  (from  the  Third-Generation  Air  Traffic 
Control  System"  to  NAS  Stage  A  to  the  Helms  NAS  Plan)  has  had  its  roots  in  research 
and  development  conducted  in  the  preceding  ten  to  fifteen  years.  Yet,  for  a  decade  we 
permitted  the  FAA  R&D  establishment  to  atrophy  and  wither.  There  is  a  price  to  pay. 

The  perspective  on  the  need  for  substantive  R&D  to  maintain  U.S.  leadership  and 
competitiveness  was  strengthened  immeasurably  by  the  November  1991  publication, 
updated  in  January  1993,  of  the  Review  of  the  FAA  R.E&D  Program  by  the  blue-ribbon 
group  headed  by  Norman  Augustine,  chairman  and  chief  executive  officer  of  the  Martin- 
Marietta  Corporation.  The  report  deserves  the  attention  and  support  of  everyone 
interested  in  aviation  and  the  continued  eminence  of  the  United  States.  With  respect  to 
the  present  situation,  the  November  1991  report  noted: 

Research,  Engineeriiig  and  Development  funding  has  declined  in  recent  years  from  about  6 
percent  of  the  total  FAA  budget  to  about  2.5  percent,  although  a  considerable  part  of  the  increase  in 
spending  in  the  early  1980's  was  to  engineer  the  National  Airspace  System  Plan.  Although  addressing 
a  problem  of  major  national  consequence,  this  spending  level  represents  a  tuy  percentage  compared 
to  most  other  government  departments  (10%  for  the  Interior  Department,  13%  for  Defense,  37% 
for  Dept.  of  Energy) 

Fmandal  Resources.   Many  of  the  challenges  facing  the  nation's  air  traffic  system  can  be 
expected  to  have  considerable  technological  content  in  their  solutions.  Problems  having  this 
characteristic  include  those  affecting  system  capacity,  safety,  security,  reliability,  and  cost.  The  FAA 
has  taken  steps  to  create  a  plan  which  will  assure  that  the  needed  technolo^es  are  indeed  available 
and  it  is  the  judgment  of  the  Panel  that  the  Plan  is  both  fundamentally  sound  and  worth  of  strong 
support.  On  the  other  hand,  it  would  appear  that  the  financial  underpinning  of  the  proposed  effort  is 
insufficient  to  accomplish  the  goals  which  have  been  identified.  Comparisons  with  other 
organizations  which  are  similarly  dependent  upon  technology  suggest  that  the  FAA  for  many  years 
has  been  under-investing  in  its  technology  base.  The  steps  initiated  in  fiscal  year  1992  to  rectify  this 
situation  are  encouraging;  however,  considerable  additional  effort  will  be  required  to  assure  the  long- 
term  viability  of  the  Plan. 

In  January  1993,  the  group  added  ...the  number  of  FAA  personnel  with  the  necessary  technical 
expertise  to  meet  future  requirements  remains  small,  and  the  overall  research  and  development 
underpinning  of  the  nation's  futive  air  traffic  management  system  continues  to  be  severely 
underfunded.  As  a  consequence,  limitations  on  the  nations's  aviation  infrastructure  can  be  expected 
to  become  increasingly  debilitating  in  the  years  ahead. 
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FAA  has  worked  diligently  to  emerge  from  the  years  in  which  the  R&D  effort  suffered, 
and  is  at  the  beginning  of  a  renaissance.  It  will  take  a  sustained  FAA  effort  and  a  steady 
and  adequate  funding  and  positive  encouragement  of  the  efforts  FAA  has  begun. 
Inadequate  funding  or  a  hobbled  organization  sends  a  message  that  R&D  is  not  really 
important  to  the  U.S.  aviation  industry,  and  is  not  important  to  U.S.  competitiveness  and 
eminence  in  aviation. 

As  in  so  many  other  areas,  the  United  States  stands  at  serious  risk  of  losing  world 
leadership  in  aviation.  Every  responsible  aviation  group  has  pointed  out  that  it  will  take 
both  adequate  funding  and  a  forward-looking,  competent  cadre  of  FAA  people.  FAA  has 
been  trying,  but  significant  progress  can't  be  expected  if  the  effort  is  sbort<hanged. 

The  People  Problem 

One  of  FAA's  most  significant  continuing  challenges  is  the  strengthening  of  its  technical 
stafBng.  Although  FAA  has  enlisted  the  support  of  other  government  agencies,  academia 
and  private  industry  to  assist  with  aviation  R&D,  a  critical  mass  of  skilled  in-house 
experts  must  be  maintained  to  spearhead  and  manage  FAA's  programs. 

Najeeb  Halaby,  former  FAA  Administrator,  testifying  in  the  House  on  behalf  of  the 
aviation  associations  in  1988,  said: 

*It  must  be  recognized  that  the  FAA,  as  an  extraordinarily  advanced,  high  technology 
organization,  has  a  correspondingly  extraordinary  need  to  recmit  and  retain  the  highest 
quality  engineers,  software  designers  and  srimtists  Under  the  preseat  salary  structure  and 
hiring  rules  this  is  simply  impossible,  and  the  agency  must  conaantly  and  unsuccessfully 

scramble  to  keep  up Were  the  FAA  &ee  to  set  salaries  on  the  ba^  of  market  conditions  - 

-  as  it  must  to  compete  for  these  limited  resources  -  its  return  on  investment  would  be 
immeasurable— The  FAA  is  not  well  served  by  the  current  complex,  rigid  personnel 
classification  system,  nor  a  government  pay  structure  which  is  not  conducive  to  the  use  of 
rewards  and  incentives.  It  is  not  well  served  by  personnel  ceilings  which  reflect  budgetary 
and  political  factors  vibicb  override  work  and  safety  demands.  It  must  be  freed  of 
restrictions  on  use  of  retirees,  free  to  provide  special  pay  plans  for  unique  employees,  and 
free  to  design  and  Gne  tune  its  hiring  and  personnel  rules  to  the  needs  of  a  imique  agency.* 

At  a  September  12,  1989  FAA  NAS  Plan  Users  Conference,  Ed  Stimpson,  President  of 
the  General  Aviation  Manufacturers  Association,  speaking  on  behalf  of  virtually  the 
entire  aviation  industry,  said: 

FAA's  automation,  communication,  navigation  and  surveillance  resources  are  agjng.  Those 
resources  must  be  modernized  to  preserve  the  integrity  of  the  system,  to  insure  that  air 
traffic  controllers  have  adequate  tools  to  do  their  jobs,  to  insure  that  safety  is  not 
compromised  and  to  insure  that  system  capacity  is  enhanced. 

FAA  must  seek,  and  industry  must  support,  authority  to  hire  adequate  numbers  of  high 
quality  personnel  m  critical  skill  categories:  air  traffic  controllers,  airway  facility  technicians, 
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engiDeers,  sdcndsu,  safety  inspectors,  and  program  managrment  personnel  Innovative 
approaches  will  have  to  be  devised  to  accomplish  this  objective. 

The  FAA  Administrator  must  be  given  flexibility  to  select  his  key  program  managers  on  the 
basis  of  merit  and  capability  alone,  to  discharge  unsatisfactory  employees  and  move 
personnel  to  meet  the  needs  of  the  Agency. 

The  Administrator  must  be  free  to  spell  out  system  needs  for  personnel  and  funding  support 
as  he  sees  the  needs  without  artificial  constraints  imposed  from  other  Executive  Branch 
agencies. 

In  Spring  1991,  George  Howard,  President  of  AQ-NA,  in  House  testimony  on  behalf  of 
virtually  all  major  aviation  groups,  said: 

The  absence  of  an  adequate  number  of  m-house  FAA  tedmologists  and  managers  has  placed  FAA 
in  a  position  of  not  being  able  to  properly  manage  and  direct  the  work  of  its  many  support 
contractors.  The  present  internal  management  structure  has  led  to  unconnected  services  being 
provided  by  multiple  contractors,  which  in  turn  can  lead  to  increased  costs.  The  important  point  is 
that   FAA  needs  a  highly  competent  corps  of  experts  and  managers  to  direct  contractors  and  oversee 
the  projects  that  vnll  lead  to  a  more  efficient  and  modem  aviation  system. 

The  intention  of  several  former  Administrators  was  to  keep  FAA's  people  numbers  very  low  even  as 
the  job  got  bigger  and  bigger  (from  F&E  of  approx.  S2S0  milljon/year  to  $2.7  billion).  This  has  had 
a  terrible  effect  on  FAA's  internal  expertise,  both  in  F&E  and  R&D  staffs. 

Thft  M1-SF^TaTHp|f. 

The  FAA  took  ahnost  4  years  to  prepare  the  RFP  [for  the  developmental  ^Category  2/3 
Microwave  i  jniting  System]  and  used  a  large  number  of  support  contractors  to  do  it  The 
bidders  delivered  their  proposals  to  a  support  contractor,  not  FAA.  Bidders  had  to  agree 
that  FAA  would  use  as  many  as  14  different  contractors  to  help  evaluate  the  proposals. 

FAA  at  [that]  time  had  only  a  very  small,  clearly  inadequate  number  of  qualified  MLS 
engineers,  each  of  whom  had  responsibilities  other  than  this  procurement.  Thus  FAA  is 
almost  totally  dependent  on  outside  support  contractors  to  write  the  specifications  and  the 
RFP,  and  to  evaluate  the  proposals.  There  are  not  enough  FAA  people  to  guide,  control, 
and  supervise  the  support  contractors,  let  alone  deal  with  the  technical  aspects. 

Each  of  the  support  contractors  strives  to  perform  its  assigned  tasks  as  effectively  as 
possible.  However,  the  complexity  of  the  procurement  process  and  lack  of  adequate  internal 
FAA  e]q)ert  staff  to  manage  and  monitor  the  work  can  result  in  duplicative,  uimecessary  and 
uncoordinated  work.  This  drives  up  costs  with  little  corresponding  benefit 

Excesses  in  the  specification  or  proposal  process  seem  to  become  "acceptable*  because  in 
theory  they  add  a  layer  of  'protection*  for  the  government  Absent  so  far  in  this 
-  problematical  interaction  between  the  support  contractors,  some  of  whose  tasks  may  have 
grown  beyond  ready  comprehension  by  the  inside-FAA  managers,  is  a  willingness  by  FAA 
management  to  call  a  halt  to  the  excesses  in  the  proposal  process. 

Developing  the  FAA  Skills  Needed  for  the  Future  Aviation  System 
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The  FAA  Research  &  Development  Advisory  Committee  has  discussed  the  importance 
of  aviation  education  and  the  need  to  stimulate  the  development  of  aviation  experts  for 
the  future. 

The  recent  events  in  the  Persian  Gulf  give  clear  proof  that  our  military  command 
structure  has  been  able  to  adapt  to  and  capitalize  on  drastically  new  ways  to  think  about 
their  jobs  and  benefit  firom  the  firuits  of  technology.  This  may  well  be  due  to  the 
emphasis  the  DOD  has  long  placed  on  continuing  and  advanced  education  for  its 
managers  and  officers  to  broaden  their  horizons  and  give  them  a  better  vision  of  the 
future. 

Another  practice  of  DOD  is  the  rotation  of  officers  into  various  jobs  across  the  spectrum 
of  activities  to  assure  that  the  officer  corps  achieves  a  broad  outlook  and  understanding 
of  system  issues.  Translating  this  point  to  aviation,  the  French  have  long  used  the 
practice  of  training  its  aviation  leaders  in  the  aviation  school  of  the  Ecolc  Polytechnique. 
The  graduates  are  the  future  managers  of  the  French  aviation  infrastructure,  and  the 
government  carefully  assures  that  the  executives,  trained  broadly,  move  across  the 
disciplines  of  engineering,  procurement,  ATC  operations  etc,  and  thereby  avoid  the 
building  of  walls  between,  for  example,  engineering  and  operations. 

It  is  well  known  that  FAA  in  recent  years  has  been  buffeted  by  reductions  in  its  force  of 
technical  experts,  by  loss  of  a  great  deal  of  its  technical  leadership,  and  by  funding 
problems,  even  as  ^e  demands  on  FAA  have  grown  dramatically.  It  may  also  be  that,  to 
its  and  to  our  common  detriment,  the  emphasis  on  continuing  and  advanced  education 
may  have  declined,  and  the  lines  between  the  various  service  disciplines  drawn  even 
more  sharply  rather  than  being  eliminated. 

Considering  that  FAA  Facilities  and  Equipment  program  has  grown  ten-fold  in  the  last 
few  years,  while  AA  staffing  has  remained  essentially  static,  FAA  must  be  empowered  to 
hire  an  adequate-size  staff  of  competent  technical  experts,  managed  to  produce  results 
instead  of  rules,  and  to  have  the  ability  to  hire,  fire  and  reward  people. 

Personnel /Management  Organizational  Difficulties 

There  are  skill  development,  management  and  career  progression  problems  in  several 
FAA  organizations.  Yet  it  must  be  said  in  fairness  that,  in  spite  of  these  problems,  and 
with  a  badly-needed  modernization  way  behind  schedule,  FAA  coped  for  years  with 
rapidly-increasing  traffic  and  has  done  it  with  an  enviable  safety  record. 
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The  recent  Review  of  the  FAA  R,E&D  Program  by  the  blue-ribbon  Augustine  Panel  ^ 
offered  a  view  which  applies  to  much  of  FAA,  and  especially  F&E: 

'..J^AA  needs  to  Uke  several  actions.   It  must  continue  to  strive,  within  existing  regulations,  to  hire 
additional  highly  qualified  scientific  and  engineering  personnel  These  persons  need  to  have  early 
career  exposure  to  a  variety  of  FAA  n«igiiinrntt  both  within  the  research  and  development 
community  and  in  the  operaticmal  services.  Such  exposure,  perhaps  on  a  three-year  rotational  basis, 
would  help  ensure  that  managers—understand  the  operational  constraints  facing  the  airspace 

system Senior  managers  of  the  FAA  research  and  development  program  will  require  sufficient  job 

tenure  to  provide  organizational  continuity  to  a  project. 

.  Unfortunately,  in  some  past  instances  FAA  managers  may  not  have  received  adequate  training  to 
implement  a  truly  innovative  acquisition  program  of  the  type  contemplated  herein.  In  fact,  the  highly 
ritualized  government  acquisition  regulations  discourage  such  practice.  Training  is  therefore  of  the 
utmost  importance.  In  particular,  the  Panel  suggests  that  the  FAA  support  university  programs  that 
arc  capable  of  educating  students  for  positions  within  the  FAA,  and  encourage  the  development  of 
centers  of  excellence  within  several  universities  to  encourage  study  of  disciplines  useful  to  the  FAA. 
Fellowships  and  sabbaticals  at  such  university  centers  of  exceUence  should  be  funded  to  promote  a 
close  interaction  between  the  FAA  and  the  academic  community. 

Fmally,  rewards  are  needed  for  excelling  in  the  management  style  suggested  above  •  including 
bringing  needed  projects  on-line,  on  time  and  under  budget. 

If  FAA  persoimel  are  in  fact  to  direct  major  engineering  projects,  these  individuals  must  be,  or  at 
least  once  have  been,  practicing,  hands-on  engineers  themselves.  The  government  should  take  a 
leadership  role  in  encouraging  academia  to  offer  courses  related  to  FAA  missions  and  promising 
young  employees  should  be  rotated  through  a  variety  of  positions  (operational  as  well  as 
developmental)  during  the  early  phases  of  their  careers." 

The  FAA  Procurement /Acquisition  Problem 

In  1988,  former  FAA  Administrator  Najeeb  Halaby,  testifying  on  behalf  of  a  number  of 
aviation  groups  before  the  House  Subcommittee  on  Aviation  said 

The  secret  to  success  in  a  high-tech  operation  has  always  been  innovation  and  adaptation.  If 
the  United  States  is  to  continue  to  lead  the  world  in  aviation  and  its  safety,  we  simply  must 
be  willing  to  alter  our  approach  to  the  FAA  in  order  to  accentuate  its  ability  to  adapt  and 
iimovate.  It  must  be  able  to  respond  on  a  real  time  basis  ~  not  years  or  even  decades  after 
technology  has  passed  it  by. 

...While  implementation  of  the  multi-billion  dollar  National  Airspace  System  Plan  has  and 
will  continue  to  provide  a  tremendous  boost  to  the  FAA's  capability  to  respond  to  demand, 


'  Review  of  the  FAA  Research,  Engineering  and  Development  Program,  November  1991,  updated 
January  1993.  The  primary  Augustine  Panel  included,  in  addition  to  Martin-Marietta  Board  chairman  and 
chief  executive  Augustine,  former  FAA  Administrators  Helms  and  McLucas,  former  MITRE  Corporation 
president  Robert  Everett,  USAF  Major  General  Robert  Rankine,  Jr.,  NASA  Associate  Administrator  Robert 
Rosen,  ALPA's  John  O'Brien,  McGraw-Hill  VP  and  Publisher  John  Olcott  and  AACI-NA's  Senior  VP- 
Technical  Affairs  Poritzky.  FAA  top  management,  starting  with  then-Administrator  James  Busey, 
enthusiastically  embraced  the  report. 
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it  is  unfortunately  true  that  the  existing  procurement  process  has  slowed  progress  to  a 
substantial  degree.  As  a  result,  many  of  today's  'new*  improvements  are  no  longer  state  of 
the  art  by  the  time  they  come  on  line.* 

Many  of  the  FAA  National  Airspace  System  Plan  projects  are  4  to  S  years  late,  will  cost 
more,  and  will  deliver  less  than  promised.  Why  did  this  happen?  It  was  a  combination  of 
many  problems:  optimistic  schedules;  inadequate  funding  requests  and  inadequate 
appropriations;  lack  of  qualified  FAA  people;  frequent  reorganizations  and  the 
consequent  changes  in  policy  direction;  outside-contrartors  doing  work  which  is  done 
better  by  competent  insiders;  internal  organization  problems;  management  supervision 
lapses  and  serious  policy  mistakes;  contractor  performance  difficulties,  and  so  oil 

But  the  acquisition/procurement  process  itself  is  perhaps  the  most  important.  A  key 
problem  is  that  the  procurement  rules  and  practices,  built  up  over  many  years,  are 
intended  to  be  scrupulously  fair,  to  protect  against  fraud,  dishonesty  or  favoritism  by  the 
government  people  involved.  The  process  has  gotten  so  complicated  that  it  is  no  longer 
effective.  Worse,  in  applying  the  process,  the  ability  of  the  procuring  officials  to  use 
individual  initiative  and  judgement  at  any  but  the  highest  management  level  has  been 
severely  compromised. 

The  process  has  created  a  "five-foot  sheir  of  rules.  FAA's  procurement  documents  with 
hundreds  of  pages  and  elaborate  specifications  for  every  contingency  build  a  process 
which,  as  the  NAS  Plan  histoiy  has  amply  demonstrated,  is  unlikely  to  insure  a  high 
quality,  timely  product  Somewhere,  the  point  has  been  missed  that,  no  matter  how 
elaborate,  no  set  of  specifications  will  be  perfect,  nor  will  the  multi-volume  and 
expensive  set  of  proposals  from  the  bidders  give  assurance  of  a  good  result.  In  fact,  the 
specifications  will  prove  to  be  wrong,  perhaps  in  major  ways,  as  the  product  design  and 
development  proceeds.  Unforeseen  but  beneficial  changes  which  can  improve  the 
product  and  which  do  not  appear  beforehand  need  to  be  encouraged,  not  deplored. 

It  seems  self-evident  that  when  equipment  is  procured  during  a  technological  revolution, 
flexibility  to  adapt  to  change  is  crucial  if  the  govenmient  is  to  get  its  money's  worth.  The 
task  will  inevitably  be  stifled  by  a  too-rigid  process  in  which  every  detail  is  specified. 

Another  problem  is  the  rules  for  procurement  imposed  by  the  President's  Office  of 
Management  and  Budget  (OMB).  The  OMB  process,  at  its  best,  is  intended  to  assure 
that  technologies  are  mature,  and  that  systems  are  fairly  and  competitively  evaluated 
before  procurement  proceeds.  It  is  noteworthy  that  the  process,  which  injects  elaborate 
rules  and  rigid  "key  decision  points"  on  procurement  decisions,  were  imposed  at  a  time 
presidents  were  attacking  Congress  and  the  "spendthrift"  agencies  of  government.  They 
devised  mechanisms  to  slow  the  buying  and  spending  process.  While  this  is  arguably  a 
laudable  motive,  the  process  of  maldng  absolutely  sure  that  a  procurement  is  prudent 
through  time-consuming,  elaborate  validation  arrangements  is  not  helpful  when  there  are 
urgent  needs  immet  for  years.  While  the  intent  is  to  assure  weU-considered  government 
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spending  and  high-quality  products,  the  reality  is  frequently  just  delay  and  less  than  up- 
to-date  technology. 

The  Procurement  Process  is  Out  of  Control 

In  protecting  against  crime  and  injudicious  spending,  a  process  has  evolved  which  serves 
no  one  well,  and  which  ties  the  hands  of  competent  contractors  and  competent 
government  managers  while  seeming  to  get  ever  more  protracted.  Every  recent  FAA 
Administrator  has  attempted  to  improve  and  simplify  the  process,  with  little  success. 

It  is  axiomatic  in  any  bureaucracy  that  when  things  go  wrong  —  e.g.  in  a  procurement  — 
the  bureaucracy  protects  itself  by  adding  a  new  rule  or  a  new  hoop  to  jump  through  to 
prevent  the  problem  from  arising  again.  That  inevitability  has  created  the  "five-foot 
shelT.  Read  FAA's  recent  procurement  documents  on  program  management  and 
software.  Their  hundreds  of  pages  with  elaborate  specifications  for  every  contingency 
buUds  a  process  which  is  unlikely  to  insure  a  high  quality,  timely  product  Somewhere, 
the  point  has  been  missed  that,  no  matter  how  elaborate,  no  set  of  specifications  will  be 
perfect,  nor  will  the  multi-volimie  and  expensive  set  of  proposals  from  the  bidders  give 
assurance  of  a  good  residL  In  fact,  the  specifications  will  prove  to  be  wrong,  perhaps  in 
major  ways,  as  the  product  design  and  development  proceeds.  Unforeseen  but  beneficial 
changes  which  can  improve  the  product  and  which  do  not  appear  beforehand  need  to  be 
encouraged,  not  deplored. 

It  is  difficult  for  government  managers  to  exercise  real  control  to  assiu-e  contractor 
performance.   Even  when  contractors  get  into  difficulty,  FAA  is  frequently  unable  to 
adjust  contracts,  and  it  is  so  difficult  and  time-consuming  to  cancel  a  contract  and  start 
over  that  it's  an  option  seldom  used.  FAA  project  engineers  either  lack,  or  don't  use,  the 
flexibility  and  prerogative  to  manage  a  contractor's  work.  There  is  too  little  flexibility  in 
many  of  the  contracts,  and  when  things  go  wrong,  there  is  no  simple  way  to  fix  problems. 

It  seems  self-evident  that  when  equipment  is  procured  during  a  technological  revolution, 
flexibility  to  adapt  to  change  is  crucial  if  the  government  is  to  get  its  money's  worth.  The 
task  will  inevitably  be  stifled  by  a  too-rigid  process  in  which  every  detail  is  specified. 
When,  as  in  the  case  of  the  new  MLS  buy,  the  request  for  proposals  is  literally  a  box  fiill 
of  specifications,  and  each  contractor's  bid  will  cost  as  much  as  $2-3  million,  something 
has  gone  very  wrong. 

Optimists  say  that  the  govenunent  procurement  process  itself  does  not  cause  the 
problems,  and  that  clever  use  of  the  system  by  people  willing  to  take  chances  and 
innovate  can  overcome  the  problems.  Sadly,  FAA's  internal  capabilities  have  been 
eroded  by  continuous  reductions  of  staff,  inability  to  hire  and  reward  competent  people, 
and  the  rigidities  of  the  civil  service  system.   More  important,  managers  up  the  line  have 
not  been  willing  to  urge  the  project  engineers  and  managers  down  the  line  to  innovate 
and  to  back  them  when  they  do. 
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The  inevitable  result  is  a  system  in  which  government  people,  not  rewarded  for 
innovation,  revert  to  a  c-y-a  mode  of  operation.  Innovation  and  good  sense  are 
subordinated  to  the  safe  pile  of  rules  and  regulations  -  which  look  good  and  terribly 
respectable,  but  do  not  yield  the  needed  improvements. 

What  Can  Be  Done? 

Competition  in  FAA  procurement  is  of  course  desirable  whenever  it  is  sensible.  Yet  it  is 
also  important  to  consider  the  admonition  of  the  famous  Dr.  W£.  Deming  (of  "pursuit- 
of-excellence"  fame)  to  realize  that  long-term  and  trusting  relationships  between 
customer  and  supplier  are  important  to  the  achievement  of  good  products.  Thus  fo^'ced 
competition,  especially  for  tmique  items,  may  not  always  be  wise. 

It  is  important  to  empower  the  FAA  Administrator  to  create  a  new  procurement  process 
with  the  necessary  flexibility  to  modify  and  adapt  contracts  to  beneSt  from  practical 
realities.  It  is  essential  to  change  the  current  FAA  procurement  culture  to  encourage 
project  engineers  and  managers  to  innovate  and  cut  through  red  tape,  and  to  require 
managers  to  lead  and  to  back  them  when  they  do. 

FAA  might  be  enabled  in  the  following  ways: 

1.  To  eliminate  the  fiction  that  quality  high  tech  equipment  can  be  specified  and  bought 
in  the  rigid  manner  currently  used  in  the  procurement/acquisition  process.  Recognize 
that  money  will  need  to  be  requested  and  appropriated  to  pay  for  the  inevitable  and 
desirable  changes  and  improvements. 

2.  To  permit  FAA  to  use  good  specifications  of  needed  product  performance  instead  of 
stacks  of  probably  unenforceable  specifications.  These  must  be  complemented  by  simple, 
comprehensible  statements  of  acceptable  workmanship  practices  coupled  with  tough 
requirements  to  demonstrate  practically  achievable  integrity,  reliability,  maintainability 
and  availability. 

3.  To  empower  FAA  to  pick  contractors  based  on  reputation  and  performance  record, 
not  on  price  or  slick  proposals. 

4.  To  empower  or  encourage  FAA  managers  to  use  their  judgement  as  to  when  sole 
source  procurement  makes  sense,  including  the  use  of  extraordinary  steps  to  rapidly 
acquire  systems  in  use  outside  the  U.S. 

5.  Develop  an  administrative  practice  (with  legislative  help  if  needed)  to  help  FAA  cope 
with  and  sustain  defenses  against  capricious  protests  by  losing  bidders  which  delay 
procurements. 
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6.  To  empower  the  FAA  Administrator  to  create  a  new  procurement  process  with  the 
necessary  flexibility  to  modify  and  adapt  contracts  to  benefit  fi-om  praaical  realities. 

8.  To  change  the  current  FAA  procurement  culture  to  encourage  project  engineers  and 
managers  to  iimovate  and  cut  through  the  nonsense,  and  to  require  managers  to  lead  and 
to  back  them  when  they  do. 

A  way  to  achieve  the  bulk  of  these  improvements  may  be  achievable  within  the  context 
of  the  DOT/FAA  structure,  given  the  will  by  Congress  and  the  Administration  to 
innovate.  If  these  steps  can  not  be  taken  within  the  government  process.  Congressional 
action  will  be  needed  to  establish  a  more  rational  and  business-like  acquisition  system 
for  FAA. 

Procurement  of  Research.  Enpneering  and  Development 

FAA  R&D  is  just  reviving  after  a  period  of  years  in  which  the  NAS  Plan  needs 
predominated.  FAA  top  management  is  trying  hard  to  rejuvenate  real  R&D.  The 
shortage  of  qualified  FAA  experts  and  the  procurement/acquisition  problem  which 
makes  innovative  R&D  difficult  continue  to  hurt  Here  also,  perhaps  even  more  than  in 
the  F&E  efforts,  system  integration  is  crucial,  and  the  path  to  the  future  system  must  be 
made  a  part  of  many  R&D  projects. 

The  rigidity  and  conq>lexity  of  the  procurement  process  for  R,E&D  is  perhaps  even  more 
of  a  problem  than  it  is  for  F&E.  Quality  R&D  can  not  be  specified  or  bought  in  the 
rigid  manner  currently  used  in  the  procurement/acquisition  process. 

Real  R&D  is  stifled  by  rigid  processes;  R&D  plans  and  their  execution  must  be 
encouraged  to  be  flexible  and  to  adapt  and  change  instantly  and  without  penalty  when 
the  work  reveals  to  the  developers  and  managers  that  a  change  of  course  is  indicated. 

R&D  is  not  a  homogeneous,  standardizable  process.  R&D  is  often  thought  of  a 
commodity  which  can  be  ordered  and  processed  like  an  order  of  safety  pins,  and  the 
difficult  FAA  acquisition  and  procurement  process  frequently  forces  this  work  into 
unworkable  straitjackets.  Real  R&D  is  a  large  group  of  different  processes  which  must 
be  tailored  to  the  problems.  Often  the  nature  of  an  R&D  project  needs  to  change  soon 
after  it  is  begun,  because  something  new  is  learned.  R&D,  if  it  really  that,  will  fail  and 
must  be  expected  to  do  so  a  significant  part  of  the  time. 

Because  of  the  budget  cycle  imposed  on  FAA,  major  decisions  and  the  narrative  R&D 
plans  must  be  prepared  two  to  three  years  before  the  funds  are  made  available.  Once  a 
plan  is  written  and  approvtd,  it  tends  to  become  sacrosanct,  and  only  the  cleverest  plans 
are  written  in  artful  wi^  that  provide  the  flexibility  to  make  changes  without  incurring 
bureaucratic  wrath.  Siinilarly,  contracts  for  R&D  are  more  likely  to  be  rigid  to  satisfy  the 
procurement  process  than  to  have  the  flexibility  to  change  as  knowledge  is  gained. 
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R&D  plans  must  always  be  considered  as  best  efforts  which  will  change  as  new 
knowledge  is  gained.  A  better  budgeting  process  must  recognize  the  importance  of 
flexibility  and  innovation  based  on  new  facts,  and  must  eliminate  impediments  to  changes 
of  direction  when  that  is  sensible. 

The  Transition  of  Products  from  R«feD  to  Practical  Use 

The  FAA  R&D  Advisory  Committee  has  discussed  the  traditional  difficulty  of 
transferring  the  products  of  FAA  R&D  into  the  operating  system,  perhaps  attributable  in 
part  to  the  fact  that  the  FAA  operating  services,  and  therefore  their  management 
structures  have  not  been  deliberately  exposed  to  the  potential  of  new  technologies  and 
broader  visions  of  the  future. 

This  is  not  an  attack  on  the  dedicated  group  of  FAA  controllers  and  flight  safety 
specialists  who  have  shown  their  skill  and  capability  over  and  over  agaiiL  FAA  and  its 
controllers  are  moving  a  tremendous  amount  of  traffic,  and  moving  it  with  an  entirely 
enviable  safety  record.  But  it  is  inevitable  that  the  FAA  operating  services,  faced  with 
the  pressures  of  today,  will  concentrate  on  today's  problems.  It  is  not  sensible  to  expect 
that  line  controllers  or  their  Headquarters  graduates,  taught  to  be  pragmatic  and 
concrete,  would  or  could  be  aware  of  innovations  technology  could  achieve.  Nor  should 
they  be  put  into  a  position  to  prejudge  whether  such  innovations  would  work  out,  -  until 
they  can  see,  feel  and  touch  them. 

It  is  inevitable  in  any  large  organization  that  a  fondness  develops  for  the  "tried  and  true". 
Allegiances  to  old  ideas  and  hard-won  victories  may  make  new  concepts  and  new 
technologies  less  than  welcome,  especially  if  such  ideas  could  impact  current  programs. 

In  the  final  analysis,  controllers  and  their  spokesmen  and  managers  rightfully  insist  on 
the  highest  quality  of  technical  support,  and  must  have  a  strong  role  in  assuring  that  the 
systems  offered  them  work  properly.  They  must  protest  against  inferior  products.  They 
must  be  vocal  about  delays  when  additional  facilities  or  new  computer  capacity  are 
needed  but  are  tied  up  for  years  in  the  Washington  bureaucracy  and  the  latest  budget 
crunch.  They  must  oppose  taking  on  responsibility  without  the  concomitant  authority. 
But  they  mast  not  have  the  veto  power  over  innovation.  A  major  effort  is  needed  at  the 
highest  level  of  FAA  to  resolve  this  long-standing  problem,  but  FAA  has  made  a 
valuable  start  with  the  formation  of  its  Operations  Planning  Management  Team. 

Achievement  of  System  Capacity  as  a  Stimulus  for  U.S.  Competitiveness 

Between  1980  and  1987,  passenger  enplanements  in  the  U.S.  grew  at  average  annual  rate 
of  6.7%  and  everyone  scrambled  to  keep  pace  with  new  capacity  needs.  In  the  late  1980's 
and  early  1990's,  the  recession,  the  Gulf  War,  the  Uqtiidation  of  Eastern  and  Pan  Am, 
the  continued  consolidation  of  the  airline  industry,  and  increasing  fares  (prior  to  the 
more  recent  fare  wars),  all  led  to  a  marked  decrease  in  demand.  Between  1987  and 
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1S>91  we  had  a  meager  0.6%  average  annual  increase  in  U.S  system-wide  enplanements. 
Over  the  same  period  international  tra£Bc  grew  at  a  robust  annual  9.6% 

Yet  consider  these  facts: 

Currently  23  airports  suffer  20,000  hours  of  delay  or  more  per  year.  If  a  no  growth 
scenario  wins  the  day  and  nothing  is  done  to  increase  system  capacity,  the  FAA  forecasts 
that  the  number  of  airports  with  an  annual  20,000  hours  or  more  of  delay  or  more  per 
year  will  increase  to  36  by  2001  -  a  datmting  increase. 

In  1991  FAA  reckons  that  297,758  aircraft  operations  were  delayed  15  minutes  or 
more.  Even  though  this  is  a  slight  decrease  from  1990,  can  we  afford  the  staggering 
amount  of  wasted  e]q>ense  in  cost  and  work  productivity? 

Passenger  enplanements  are  forecast  to  escalate  from  484  million  in  1991  to  706 
million  in  the  year  2000,  a  43%  increase.  Yet  airport  capacity  developments  are  still 
playing  catch-up  from  the  dramatic  increases  from  the  1980*5. 

This  dramatic  growth  in  demand  will  place  tremendous  strain  on  the  existing  airspace 
and  airport  system,  and  require  renewed  focus  on  the  requirement  to  expand  system 
capacity  and  the  R&D  to  help  create  it.  Despite  the  almost  certainly  temporary  lull  in 
the  growth  of  demand  in  the  United  States,  the  eventual  projected  growth  is  daunting. 
Even  if  the  growth  is  veiy  modest,  work  to  increase  effective  capacity  is  fully  justifiable 
in  the  light  of  the  score  of  airports  already  burdened  with  serious  delays  and  delay  cost. 
The  inevitably  lengthy  development  and  implementation  tasks  to  provide  new  airport  and 
airspace  capacity  justifies  vigorous  effort  now  tc  ameliorate  the  already  very  serious 
capacity  shortfall  and  high  delay  costs  at  major  airports. 

Beyond  the  turn  of  the  century,  the  picture  is  naturally  more  cloudy;  but  a  guide  may  be 
a  1988  study  by  the  Transportation  Research  Board  of  the  National  Research  Council. 
They  concluded  that  "Demographic  trend  data  indicate  two  to  three  times  the  1986 
traffic  by  2050.  Combined  with  the  econometric  assiunptions  of  the  FAA  and  Port 
Authority  of  New  York  and  New  Jersey  forecast  model  (which  include  GNP  and  yield),  a 
range  of  two  to  sk  times  the  1986  traffic  might  be  expected  by  2050".  Even  at  a 
conservative  doubling  of  traffic  for  the  foreseeable  future  we  are  challenged  to  use  our 
best  efforts  to  bring  the  new  capacity  on  line. 

Sources  of  Additional  Capacity 

In  considering  the  issue  of  system  capacity,  it  is  useful  to  consider  the  airspace  system 
and  the  airports,  although  for  practical  purposes  they  must  be  considered  as  an 
integrated  entity. 
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Airspace  is,  of  course,  a  limited  commodity  which  can  not  be  expanded.  Additional 
capacity  is  gained  by  more  efficient  use  of  the  available  airspace.  As  has  been  noted, 
there  is  a  vision  of  the  support  infrastructure  for  the  future  aviation  system  is  clear  and 
has  the  broad  support  of  the  world's  aviation  conununity  and  a  series  of  efforts  is 
underway  in  FAA.  However  to  bring  these  efforts  to  operational  reaUty  in  a  reasonable 
time  requires  an  aggressive  executive  system  engineering  process  to  drive  the  R&D 
program. 

As  the  aviation  system  grows  more  complex,  as  the  technologies  grow  more  capable,  as 
aircraft  systems  become  more  sophisticated  and  have  the  ability  to  be  partners  in,  and 
not  just  be  served,  by  the  air  traffic  management  system,  the  need  for  system  engineering 
and  air  traffic  management  system  integration  has  become  an  absolute  necessity. 

The  work  required  -  Research  &  Development  and  later  implementation  -  for  a  number 
of  the  evolutionary  improvements  is  clear.  But  for  certain  areas  of  work,  the  FAA  system 
engineering  process  must  generate  system  decisions  and  establish  the  future  system 
architecture,  which  can  then  allow  breaking  major  tasks  into  manageable  development 
and  implementation  projects.  This  requires  early  and  intensive  system  analysis,  support 
studies,  probably  simulation,  and,  above  all,  a  system  vision  and  the  willingness  by  FAA 
management  to  make  difficult  decisions  -  usually  with  less-than-perfect  data. 

Airport  capacity  can  be  treated  differently  from  airspace  capacity  because  it  is  not  a 
naturally  limited  commodity.  Yet,  there  are  not  many  sources  for  additional  airport 
capacity.  The  secret  will  be  to  use  these  few  to  our  greatest  advantage.  The  1988 
Transportation  Research  Board  (TRB)  study  stated  them  succinctly: 

Optimize  the  Present  Airport  System 

Physical  airfield  and  terminal  improvements  and  expansion 
Ground  access  enhancement 

Procedural/operational  changes  and  flow  management 
Use  of  new  capacity  technology 

[The  Transportation  Research  Board  Panel  estimated  that  such 
optimization  of  the  present  airport  network  by  technological  and 
managerial  measures,  "even  if  fully  successful,  might  enable  the  present 
airport  network  to  handle  a  level  of  traffic  no  more  than  50%  greater  than 
that  of  today"] 

Add  New  Airports  in  Cities  with  the  Most  Serious  Congestion 

Add  New  Type  of  Airport  -  the  "Remote  Transfer  Airport" 

New  Vehicle  Technology 

Aircraft  -  Large  and  Vertical/Short  Takeoff  and  Landing  aircraft 
Surface  Transportation  Technology 

14 
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Smaller  airports  are  likely  to  be  major  players  in  the  provision  of  new  capacity  beyond 
that  available  from  expansion  of  existing  major  airports  and  new  technology.  In  its  1989 
Airport  Capacity  Enhancement  Plan,  FAA  identified,  for  each  of  the  airports  then 
estimated  to  be  congested  by  1997,  available  airports  within  {q>proximately  SO  miles  of 
the  delay-encumbered  airport 

A  Bottom  Line  on  U.S.  Competitiveness 

If  FAA  is  a  belwether  for  the  consideration  of  regaining  and  retaining  U.S. 
competitiveness,  the  above  example  of  system  capacity  is  a  useful  one.  In  terms  of 
technologies,  the  keys  are  in  the  revolutions  in  communications  and  computers/data 
processing.  They  apply  to  FAA  as  they  do  to  many  other  areas.  Satellite  technologies  are 
a  subset  which  will  have  a  profound  impact  on  aviation  navigation  and  surveillance.  It  is 
one  of  several  areas  in  which  the  U.S.  leads  and  can  remain  the  major  player  -  if  it 
chooses  to  do  so. 

faa\compet.293 
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Mr.  Howard.  I  will  be  glad  to  answer  any  questions. 
Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Howard. 


Monday,  March  29,  1993. 
AIR  TRANSPORT  ASSOCIATION  OF  AMERICA  (ATA) 

WITNESSES 

J.  ROGER  FLEMING,  SENIOR  VICE  PRESIDENT,  OPERATIONS  AND  SERV- 
ICE, ATA 
JOHN  R.  RYAN,  VICE  PRESIDENT,  AIR  TRAFFIC  MANAGEMENT,  ATA 

Mr.  Carr.  I  think  we  will  take  everyone  in  turn.  And  then  we  will 
have,  I  am  sure,  a  few  questions. 

Mr.  Fleming  and/or  Mr.  Ryan. 

Mr.  Fleming.  Mr.  Fleming  volunteers  for  the  moment,  Mr. 
Chairman.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Carr.  Is  Mr.  Ryan  with  you? 

Mr.  Fleming.  He  is,  indeed,  right  here. 

Mr.  Chairman,  Mr.  Murlis  of  ATA  appeared  before  you  on  March 
10th  when  he  testified  on  the  financial  condition  of  the  airline  in- 
dustry. And  my  colleague,  Mr.  Howard,  has  already  mentioned 
that  occasion. 

Mr.  Murlis  suggested  steps  this  subcommittee  and  the  full  com- 
mittee might  take  to  improve  the  health  of  the  industry.  Promi- 
nent among  those  measures  he  mentioned  were  improvements  in 
the  ATC  system.  He  estimated  that  ATC  delays  costs  the  airline  in- 
dustry about  $2  billion  a  year.  And  as  you  may  recall,  in  1992  the 
industry  lost  about  $4  billion. 

Therefore,  it  is  obvious  that  steps  that  could  be  taken  to  reduce 
the  cost  of  delays  would  benefit  the  airlines  greatly.  And  it  is  for 
this  reason  that  our  testimony  focuses  on  funding  initiatives  that 
will  produce  efficiencies  in  the  national  airspace  system  leading  to 
reduced  operating  costs  for  airlines  as  well  as  other  users  of  the  in- 
strument flight  rule  system. 

Turning  first  to  the  facilities  and  equipment  account,  we  recom- 
mend a  total  funding  level  of  $3  billion,  which  is  considerably 
above  the  $2.5  billion  level  requested  by  Secretary  Pena  when  he 
appeared  before  you  on  March  25.  We  are  painfully  aware  of  the 
difficulty  of  achieving  a  $3  billion  level  of  appropriation.  But  we 
would  note  that  facilities  and  equipment  is  the  cornerstone  for 
FAA's  mass  modernization  plan.  And  this  is  the  level  that  we  be- 
lieve is  required  to  satisfy  the  real  need. 

The  core  element  in  the  modernization  plan,  of  course,  is  the  Ad- 
vanced Automation  System.  And  there  has  been  a  great  deal  of 
press  about  the  problems  associated  with  the  AAS  program  of  late. 
The  airlines  are  greatly  concerned  about  the  additional  delays  in 
the  program.  And  we  have  been  particularly  concerned  about  some 
of  the  background  rumbles  suggesting  that  the  FAA  should  go  back 
and  restart  the  whole  program.  This,  we  believe,  would  be  disas- 
trous. We  can't  start  over  and  suffer  the  years  of  additional  delay 
that  would  be  required  to  do  that. 

The  procurement  cycle  for  major  FAA  systems  acquisitions,  as 
you  know,  is  extraordinarily  lengthy.  FAA  and  IBM  must  press 
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ahead  with  the  initial  Sector  Suite  System  and  the  Terminal  Ad- 
vanced Automation  System.  They  also  have  to  find  a  way  to  bring 
forward  the  initial  AERA  services.  Automated  En  Route  ATC  serv- 
ices so  that  the  users  will  get  some  benefit  earlier  on  fi-om  the 
promised  operating  benefits  of  the  AAS  program. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  provided  eight  specific  recommendations  in 
our  testimony.  They  are  found  on  pages  7  and  8.  I  won't  go  through 
them  now.  You  can  read  them  at  your  leisure.  But  we  urge  that 
you  explore  these  recommendations  with  FAA  representatives 
when  they  appear  before  you  later  this  month  or  in  the  coming 
month. 

We  have  also  highlighted  some  other  ATC  priorities  under  F&E, 
three  TRACON  construction  programs.  The  trouble  there  is  the 
three  program  and  CTAS,  Center  TRACON  Automation  System. 
We  have  also  provided  a  list  of  location  specific  facility  and  equip- 
ment needs.  All  of  these  latter  items  are  intended  to  improve  oper- 
ational capability  of  safety  at  those  locations.  And  as  you  will 
notice,  many  of  them  are,  in  fact,  airport  specific;  however,  they 
are,  indeed,  F&E  items. 

Turning  now  to  the  RE&D  program,  we,  too,  recommend  an  ap- 
propriations level  of  $300  million.  And  again  our  recommendations 
focus  on  programs  where  application  of  technology  offers  promise 
of  significant  enhancements  in  operating  efficiency  and  safety  as 
well  as  reduced  costs  of  operation. 

First  of  these  is  the  satellite  navigation  program,  which  was 
based  in  its  early  years  upon  the  USGPS  system.  The  later  GPS 
system  will  have  to  be  augmented. 

Second  of  these  programs  is  data  link  development  and  applica- 
tions. And  in  both  of  these  progreims,  I  would  add  that  we  have,  I 
think,  excellent,  ongoing  cooperation  between  government  and  in- 
dustry. And  I  think  our  progress  will  be  limited  only  by  our  ability 
to  make  sound  systems  engineering  decisions  and  to  fight  our  way 
through  the  institutional  issues  that  are  involved  in  implementing 
change.  And  those  can  be  very  formidable. 

The  third  ATC-related  highlight  we  focused  on  is  completion  of 
development  of  field  testing  of  the  one  element  of  CTAS  which  is 
known  as  DA  or  Descent  Adviser.  And  a  modest  funding  increment 
is  required  for  implementation  of  field  testing  for  that  particular 
element  of  CTAS. 

And,  finally,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  close  with  a  request 
that  the  committee  consider  an  enhanced  level  of  funding  for 
FAA's  national  plan  for  aviation  human  factors.  Aviation  profes- 
sionals are  well  aware  that  human  error  contributes  to  80  to  90 
percent  of  all  aviation  accidents.  We  are  not  going  to  be  successful 
in  reducing  accident  rates  in  the  future  unless  we  carry  out  the 
needed  human  factors  research  and  then  implement  the  lessons 
learned.  The  human  factor  program  tends  to  be  soft  in  the  sense 
that  it  doesn't  result  in  deliverables  that  you  can  touch,  feel,  see, 
hardware  or  software;  and  that  always  makes  this  particular  pro- 
gram susceptible  to  cuts.  And  those  cuts  are  indeed  short-sighted. 
The  most  knowledgeable  and  respected  advocate  of  the  human  fac- 
tors research  program,  that  I  know,  is  NTSB  board  member,  John 
Lauber. 
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If  your  future  schedule  permits,  you  might  want  to  ask  Mr. 
Lauber  his  views  on  the  need  to  pursue  this  program  and  why  it  is 
so  important.  I  think  he  is  probably  the  most  eminent  authority  on 
the  need  for  a  coherent  and  systematic  long-term  human  factors 
program. 

This  completes  my  statement,  Mr.  Chairman.  Jack  Ryan  and  I 
are  available  at  your  pleasure  for  questions. 

Thank  you,  sir. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you  very  much,  and  we  appreciate  the  compen- 
dium of  the  survey  of  the  various  airport  needs  on  F&E.  That  is 
always  very  helpful,  and  we  do  look  at  it  and  appreciate  its  detail. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Fleming  follows:} 
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statement  of  J.  Roger  Fleming 

Air  Transport  Association  of  America 

Before  the  House  Committee  on  Appropriations 

Subcommittee  on  Transportation,  on 

DOT  and  Related  Agencies  Appropriations  for  FY  1994 

March  29,  1993 

I  am  J.  Roger  Fleming,  Senior  Vice  President  -  Operations  and 
Services,  of  the  Air  Transport  Association  of  America.  I  am 
accompanied  by  Mr.  John  R.  Ryan,  Vice  President  -  Air  Traffic 
Management.  We  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  appear  before  the 
Committee  to  discuss  the  fiscal  year  1994  appropriations  priorities 
of  the  nation's  commercial  airlines,  which  ATA  represents. 

As  I  am  sure  you  know,  Mr.  Chairman,  losses  for  U.S.  air 
carriers  exceeded  $4  billion  dollars  last  year,  and  totalled  over 
$10  billion  for  the  past  three  years.  Over  that  time  frame,  three 
major  airlines.  Pan  American,  Eastern  and  Midway  failed  to  recover 
from  bankruptcy  and  ceased  operations,  and  three  others.  Continen- 
tal, TWA,  and  America  West  entered  bankruptcy.  Earlier  this  month, 
the  creditworthiness  of  the  nation's  three  most  financially  sound 
air  carriers,  American,  United  and  Delta,  was  reduced  by  Standard 
&  Poors.   Clearly  something  is  wrong  in  the  airline  industry. 

We  in  the  industry  are  doing  our  part  to  try  and  turn  this 
bleak  financial  picture  around.  In  addition  to  keeping  prices  low 
to  maintain  demand,  steps  have  been  taken  by  individual  carriers  to 
reduce  capacity  as  well.  Aircraft  order  cancellations  and 
deferrals  have  been  announced,  the  down-sizing  of  hub  operations  at 
certain  airports  is  in  the  works,  and  regrettaibly,  over  100,000 
airline  jobs  have  been  eliminated  over  the  past  three  years.   The 
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net  effect  of  these,  and  other  associated  efforts,  has  been  the 
creation  of  a  leaner  and  highly  competitive  airline  industry. 

All  of  these  cost  reduction  steps  are  being  taken  in  a  con- 
certed effort  to  help  return  the  industry  to  sustainable  profit- 
ability. That  brings  me  to  the  central  focus  of  this  testimony. 
The  funding  initiatives  we  will  be  proposing  today  are,  by  and 
large,  calculated  to  produce  efficiencies  in  the  national  airspace 
system  which  —  when  implemented  —  will  lead  to  further  signifi- 
cant reductions  in  airline  operating  costs. 

Unfortunately,  in  testifying  today  with  respect  to  funding 
initiatives  supported  by  ATA,  we  are  unable  to  be  as  specific  as  we 
have  been  in  previous  years.  That  is  because  in  years  past  our 
testimony  has  been  prepared  with  the  benefit  of  public  disclosure 
of  the  FAA' s  proposed  budget  for  the  coming  fiscal  year.  This  year 
is  different.  As  you  know,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  FAA  has  yet  to 
present  its  formal  budget  submission.  For  that  reason  my  testimony 
will  be  of  a  more  general  nature  than  usual,  focusing  on  program 
areas  where  we  anticipate  an  insufficient  funding  request. 

FACILITIES  AND  EQUIPMENT 

The  foundation  for  a  viable  and  efficient  ATC  system  is 
reliable  and  efficient  equipment  for  communications,  navigation  and 
surveillance,  as  well  as  automation  and  the  other  tools  air  traffic 
controllers  need  to  manage  the  nation's  air  transportation  system 
safely  and  without  excessive  delay.  The  architect's  plan  for  long- 
term  system  improvement  is  the  FAA' s  Capital  Investment  Plan  (CIP) . 
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ATA  member  carriers  have  supported  the  CIP  since  its  inception. 
The  program  is  fundamental  in  keeping  the  ATC  system  safe  and 
making  it  more  efficient.  One  of  the  more  important  reasons  the 
ATC  system  is  not  as  efficient  as  it  could  be  is  the  lack  of  modern 
automation  tools. 

The  most  important  and  vital  program  for  improving  the  Air 
Traffic  Control  System  is  the  AAS  or  Advanced  Automation  System. 

The  recent  announcement  of  a  14-month  delay  in  the  Advanced 
Automation  System  has  placed  the  program  in  jeopardy  and  demon- 
strates the  past  inability  of  FAA  and  the  contractor  to  manage  the 
AAS  requirements  process.  A  program  of  this  magnitude  and 
importance  requires  the  dedicated  effort  of  the  best  that  the 
government  and  computer  industry  have  to  offer  and  it  is  clear  that 
in  order  to  successfully  implement  such  a  program,  increased 
oversight  by  top  FAA  and  contractor  management  is  necessary, 
including  the  introduction  of  tight  discipline  in  the  requirements 
setting  process. 

It  is  crucial  that  the  most  important  phases  of  the  Advanced 
Automation  System  continue  and  be  supported  by  the  industry  and 
Congress.   We  cannot  cancel  the  program  and  start  all  over. 

We  believe  that  the  phases  of  the  program  which  still  can  be 
implemented  are:  the  initial  sector  suite  system  (ISSS)  and  the 
terminal  advanced  automation  system  (TAAS) .  These  phases  of  the 
AAS  are  important  to  replacing  old  technology  and  providing  the 
base  system  for  future  expansion.  The  first  meaningful  productivi- 
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ty  improvement  to  AAS  —  from  the  viewpoint  of  the  airlines  and 
other  users  —  is  the  advanced  enroute  automation  phase  known  as 
AERA.  The  software  program  known  as  "Initial  AERA  Services"  should 
be  pursued  in  parallel  with  the  ISSS  and  TAAS  phases,  to  be  ready 
for  implementation  as  soon  as  possible  after  ISSS  and  TAAS  are 
delivered. 

The  TAAS  program  is  likely  to  change  rather  dramatically  due 
to  the  FAA' s  recent  but  unannounced  change  in  plans  to  not  consoli- 
date all  the  Terminal  Radar  Approach  Control  (TRACON)  facilities 
into  the  22  enroute  Air  Traffic  Control  Centers  and  the  New  York 
TRACON . 

For  many  reasons,  both  technical  and  political,  this  consol- 
idation goal  is  apparently  no  longer  realistic.  We  believe  that 
FAA  now  plans  to  consolidate  some  of  their  TRACONS  (about  38)  into 
10  locations.  They  no  longer  intend  to  combine  enroute  and 
terminal  air  traffic  control  facilities.  This  will  leave  170  small 
TRACON  facilities  that  are  not  presently  provided  for  in  the  TAAS 
plan.  This  is  a  crucial  decision  because  it  now  requires  FAA  to 
rethink  the  automation  solution  for  small  TRACONS.  The  answer  is 
definitely  not  to  begin  a  new  acquisition  process  for  these 
facilities  because  of  the  lengthy  period  of  time  required  to 
complete  a  new  acquisition. 

There  is  an  urgent  need  to  expedite  the  implementation  of  new 
automation  technology  at  many  terminal  locations.  These  improve- 
ments have  been  on  hold,  due  to  the  delay  in  the  automation  of 
enroute  air  traffic  control  facilities.   Advanced  automation  for 
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terminal  airspace  is  now  scheduled  for  1997  at  the  earliest.  The 
existing  terminal  facility  automation  eq[uipment  is  1960-vintage, 
capacity-constrained  technology.  The  equipment  is  increasingly 
difficult  to  maintain,  and  must  be  replaced.  The  TAAS  element  of 
the  Advanced  Automation  System  is  fundamental  to  the  need  for 
terminal  automation  and  must  be  accelerated,  so  that  FAA  can 
implement  the  technology  at  high  priority  terminal  airspace 
facilities.  In  addition,  a  decision  must  be  made  soon  on  modifica- 
tions that  may  be  needed  to  TAAS  to  satisfy  requirements  of  the  170 
smaller  TRACONS . 

ATA  had  the  opportunity  to  meet  with  FAA  and  IBM  leadership  a 
few  weeks  ago  to  help  us  to  better  understand  the  dilemma  and  to 
consider  a  constructive  course  of  action. 

FAA's  Acting  Administrator  Del  Balzo  acknowledged  that  perhaps 
the  most  serious  causes  of  the  present  situation  were  of  FAA' s  own 
making.  The  most  important,  incredibly,  has  been  the  lack  of 
active  involvement  of  senior  management  in  the  resolution  of  the 
growing  difficulties.  Top  management  did  not  adequately  monitor 
the  process  of  laying  out  and  then  controlling  the  functional 
requirements  the  contractor  was  expected  to  meet.  It  is  clear  now 
that  continuous,  well-me2uiing  changes  in  the  details  of  what  was' 
actually  required  of  AAS  created  a  serious,  self-imposed  problem 
for  FAA.  The  process  of  estedslishing  requirements  went  on  far  too 
long  without  crystallizing  the  design,  and  the  learning  processes 
and  changing  perceptions  by  successive  groups  of  ATC  people  kept 
the  system  needs  and  specifications  in  fliix,  exacerbating  delay  and 
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cost  problems.  As  noted  above,  that  process  created  a  situation  in 
which  delay  and  cost  rose  as  new  requirements  kept  being  added. 
During  the  process  IBM  lost  control  of  the  program's  baseline. 

We  believe  that  the  steps  now  taken  and  announced  by  FAA  are 
prudent  and  we  support  them,  subject  to  the  recommendations  below 
and  assuming  continuing  vigilance  and  discipline  by  FAA  and  the 
contractor  to  assure  that  valid  controller  and  user  concerns  are 
accommodated  without  generating  additional  delays.  We  believe  the 
real  challenge  is  to  assure  continuity  of  purpose  and  leadership  to 
keep  this  program  on  the  proper  path. 

Re commendation a  on  AAS 

As  previously  stated,  we  cannot  allow  the  cancellation  of  AAS 
followed  by  a  new  start.  We  agree  that  the  proposed  schedule  of 
first  operational  commissioning  of  the  Initial  Sector  Suite  System 
in  October  1996  is  probably  the  best  that  can  be  achieved,  but  we 
believe  this  schedule  milestone  must  be  strictly  adhered  to.  We 
further  recommend  that  FAA  restructure  the  AAS  contract  to  insure 
the  early  completion  of  elements  which  can  be  fielded  to  achieve 
early  benefits:  ISSS  and  TAAS .  If  Congressional  relief  is  needed 
to  empower  FAA  to  undertake  such  restructuring,  we  urge  that  such 
relief  be  given. 

The  first  commissioning  of  real  automation  aids  for  control- 
lers which  will  improve  the  system  operation  for  airspace  users 
can't  be  allowed  to  be  delayed  until  after  2000.  Therefore,  we 
recommend  that  FAA: 
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1.  Establish  an  internal  advocate  for  the  needs  of  the  airspace 
users  to  balance  these  needs  with  the  needs  of  the  FAA 
organizations.  We  believe  a  "new  contract"  between  FAA  and 
the  users  is  essential  if  user  support  for  the  program  is  to 
continue.  We  recommend  that  FAA,  perhaps  through  this  inside 
advocate,  work  with  the  user  community  on  a  recurring  basis, 
possibly  quarterly,  to  provide  regular  reviews  of  schedule  and 
cost  milestones  as  well  as  candid  advice  on  obstacles  that  are 
impeding  timely  deployment  in  the  field. 

2.  Proceed  aggressively  with  the  Initial  Sector  Suite  System  as 
the  foundation  for  what  is  to  follow,  freezing  requirements 
soon,  resolving  remaining  open  issues  and  establishing  a 
discipline  for  dealing  with  changes  in  requirements.  Estab- 
lish October,  1996  as  a  firm  date  for  first  commissioning. 

3.  Decide  soon  on  FAA  facility  consolidation.  If  the  development 
and  implementation  of  AAS  is  to  proceed  sensibly,  it  is 
essential  that  the  long  delayed  decision  on  FAA  facility 
consolidation  be  made  rapidly.  Additional  uncertainty,  costs 
and  delays  must  be  expected  if  the  consolidation  decisions  are 
further  delayed.  The  decision  must  be  made  now.  We  do  not 
have  the  time  to  wait  for  a  study  of  consolidation  options  by 
a  new  FAA  Administrator. 

4.  Pursue  aggressively  the  early  implementation  of  the  Automated 
Enroute  Air  Traffic  Control  System  (AERA)  functions  and 
introduce  the  capability  in  Seattle  immediately  after  com- 
missioning of  ISSS  in  order  to  provide  valuable  benefits  to 
airspace  users. 


£Q  ooo  n      ao  on 
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5.  Proceed  rapidly  with  the  development  of  the  Terminal  Advanced 
Automation  System  (TAAS)  as  the  appropriate  system  evolution 
for  major  terminals  (TRACONS) . 

6.  Move  rapidly  to  system  decisions  with  respect  to  the  right 
solution  for  smaller  TRACONs,  recognizing  the  benefits  of 
using  the  already  written  TAAS  software  and  AAS  contractual 
arrangements  for  these  systems.  There  are  strong  indications 
that  replacing  ARTS  hardware  as  soon  as  possible  will  result 
in  substantial  savings  to  the  FAA.  There  is  no  reason  to  wait 
until  the  commissioning  at  Seattle  of  ISSS  to  implement  TAAS 
at  smaller  TRACONS. 

7.  Pursue  aggressively  early  implementation  of  the  Terminal  Area 
Traffic  Control  System,  starting  with  the  Center  TRACON 
Automation  System  (CTAS) .  Initial  CTAS  applications  should  be 
on  existing  ARTS-III  systems  at  facilities  with  digital 
displays  and  their  enroute  facility  counterparts.  Plan  on  the 
earliest  possible  national  implementation  of  Terminal  Air 
Traffic  Control  Automation  (TATCA)  capabilities  (and  related 
airport  surface  automation  capabilities)  on  the  TAAS. 

8.  Review,  and  reach  decisions  within  12  months,  as  to  whether 
the  Area  Control  Computer  Complex  (ACCC)  and  the  Tower  Control 
Computer  Complex  (TCCC)  are  still  the  best  solutions.  As 
needed,  modify  the  system  architecture  to  encompass  the  new 
requirements . 

We  are  reassured  by  the  intervention  of  IBM's  Federal  Systems 
Company  CEO  Gerry  Ebker  in  the  management  of  AAS  day-to-day 
activities.    He  brings  a  wealth  of  experience,  tenacity  and 
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discipline  to  the  process.  These  attributes  are  sorely  needed. 
However,  I  would  feel  more  confident  about  the  FAA' s  management  of 
AAS  if  Messrs.  Hurley  of  Air  Traffic  and  Kelly  of  Airways  Facili- 
ties continued  to  play  a  permanent  and  more  formal  role  in  the  AAS 
program  management  and  reported  directly  to  the  FAA  Administrator. 

Othar  ATC  Priorltias 

There  are  three  capital  building  projects  that  require  the 
continuing  support  of  the  Committee.  The  DEW  Metroplex  program, 
the  Southern  California  Terminal  Radar  Approach  Control  and  the 
Chicago  Terminal  Radar  Approach  Control  must  be  funded  so  that 
these  important  facilities  can  be  improved  to  provide  the  needed 
capacity  in  these  three  top  markets. 

It  has  been  over  two  years  since  the  tragic  USAir/Sky  West 
accident  at  Los  Angeles  took  place.  There  was  much  concern  at  that 
time  about  the  inability  of  the  FAA  to  field  the  improved  ASDE-3 
equipment  which  had  been  in  development  for  some  time.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  am  sorry  to  say  that  the  FAA  still  does  not  have  a 
commissioned  ASDE-3  system.  As  you  know,  the  FAA  is  developing  an 
Airport  Movement  Area  Safety  System  (AMASS)  which  will  detect 
potential  runway  incursions  and  conflicts  between  aircraft  upon 
approach  and  aircraft  on  active  runways.  The  sensor  that  AMASS 
utilizes  to  perform  this  function  is  the  ASDE-3.  We  request  the 
Committee  to  direct  FAA  to  provide  a  status  report  and  implementa- 
tion plan  on  the  ASDE-3  program  as  soon  as  possible. 
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with  regards  to  AMASS  we  believe  that  the  Committee  must 
support  FAA'  s  budget  request  in  this  area  to  insure  that  this 
important  safety  program  can  come  to  fruition. 

ATA  is  very  enthused  about  the  center  tracon  automation  system 
(CTAS)  now  being  worked  on  by  NASA  under  agreement  for  FAA.  This 
system  is  composed  of  the  traffic  management  advisor,  the  descent 
advisor  and  the  final  approach  spacing  tool .  When  added  to  the 
present  ARTS  III  and  enroute  centers,  CTAS  will  increase  the 
throughput  in  airspace  around  airports  and  increase  airport 
capacity.  This  increase  in  efficiency  is  badly  needed  by  the  ATA 
air  carriers.  We  recommend  appropriations  of  $18  million  under  the 
budget  category  of  "terminal  air  traffic  control  automation"  for 
these  improvements.  These  funds  will  accelerate  the  program  and 
enable  the  FAA  to  deploy  CTAS  at  10  sites  starting  in  1995. 

othT  rtB  ■— d« 

Mr.  Chairman,  attached  to  this  testimony  is  a  list  of  airline 
F&E  needs  at  specific  locations. 

OgKKAyiOMS  AMD  WaMTlMMICK 

Although  we  do  not  know  what  FAA  proposes  for  maintenance 
staffing,  we  are  reasonable  sure  that  it  is  inadequate,  as  it  has 
been  over  the  past  several  years .  Last  year  we  recommended  an 
additional  225  technicians  be  added  to  the  airway  facility  work- 
force. We  recommend  the  same  number  for  this  year. 

The  current  maintenance  technician  staffing  problem  will  not 
be  completely  addressed  by  adding  staff.   The  use  of  limited 
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outside  contractor  support  is  needed  to  assure  that  FAA  is  able  to 
keep  the  National  Airspace  System  operating  safely  and  efficiently 
as  seasoned  maintenance  technicians  retire  and  new  equipment 
installations  add  to  the  workload. 

FAA  hired  a  technical  system  support  contractor  to  augment  the 
maintenance  technician  work  force.  We  understand  they  will  need 
about  $10  million  in  FY' 94  to  use  the  contractor  in  field  locations 
where  they  are  experiencing  staffing  shortages  in  their  maintenance 
work  force. 

RESEARCH.  KWGIWKERING  AND  DgVKLOPMENT 

We  recommend  that  the  Committee  appropriate  $300  million  in 
1994  for  FAA  R, E&D.  This  level  is  needed  to  insure  that  the  FAA, 
the  airlines,  the  airports  and  other  closely  related  elements  of 
the  civil  aviation  industry  are  prepared  to  meet  the  challenges  of 
the  future.  We  recommend  the  Committee  focus  on  four  priority 
programs:  data  link  communications,  satellite  navigation,  human 
factors,  and  Center/TRACON  automation. 

Data  Link  CoBmuniotions 

While  the  aviation  user  community  is  moving  forward  with 
technology  advancements  applicable  to  the  future  of  air  traffic 
control,  the  FAA  continues  to  lag  seriously  in  this  area.  For 
example,  the  first  Boeing  747-400  equipped  with  fully  certified 
avionics  capable  of  satellite  data  communication  (SATCOM)  capabili- 
ty needed  for  automatic  dependent  surveillance  (ADS)  was  delivered 
in  September  1990  to  United  Airlines.   ATA  member  airlines  worked 
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vigorously  with  the  aerospace  industry  and  the  FAA  for  several 
years  to  achieve  this  objective.  United  States  and  international 
airlines,  as  well  as  international  business  aviation,  are  taking 
delivery  of  many  more  aircraft  equipped  with  this  capability. 
Improvements  to  oceanic  air  traffic  control,  including  use  of  ADS 
to  reduce  separations  and  enable  timely  reclearances,  are  vital  to 
achieving  an  acceptable  return  on  investments  made  by  the  airlines 
and  business  aviation.  We  expect  the  delivery  rate  of  new  aircraft 
equipped  with  SATCOM  to  increase  and  some  airlines  will  be 
retrofitting  some  of  their  aircraft  with  satellite  communication 
and  the  Global  Positioning  System  (GPS)  for  navigation.  The 
airlines  are  relying  heavily  on  the  planned  ATC  system  automation 
improvements  for  increased  efficiency  and  capacity  in  oceanic 
airspace. 

We  recently  discovered  that  FAA  has  made  no  provisions  to 
implement  air  ground  data  link  communications  in  ISSS.  This  is  an 
oversight  which  we  hope  this  Committee  will  help  to  ensure  is 
corrected. 

The  airlines  have  spent  millions  of  dollars  developing  and 
pursuing  certification  of  data  link  communications  in  anticipation 
that  FAA  will  have  the  capability  to  accommodate  data  communica- 
tions in  the  near  future.  Many  of  the  airlines  have  recognized  the 
value  of  data  communications  and  have  been  using  it  in  place  of 
voice  communications  for  many  years.  A  major  effort  by  government 
and  industry  is  needed  to  accelerate  the  introduction  of  data 
communications  into  all  aspects  of  aviation  operations  in  order  to 
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improve  conununications  quality,  reduce  communications  and  systems 
costs  and  to  realize  the  operational  efficiencies  that  will  be 
possible  with  this  technology. 

FAA  has  requested  RTCA  ("Requirements  and  Technical  Concepts 
for  Aviation")  to  organize  a  Task  Force  to  develop  government/ 
industry  consensus  recommendations  on  an  aviation  communications 
systems  architecture  and  signal  structure  to  facilitate  introduc- 
tion of  more  capable  data  communications.  The  Task  Force  is  also 
to  recommend  priorities  for  transitioning  various  aviation 
functions  and  applications  to  the  new  communications  capability,  as 
well  as  a  transition  strategy. 

The  RTCA  activity  will  start  April  6,  1993.  The  Task  Force  is 
titled,  "The  Transition  to  Digital  Communications:  Achieving 
Optimum  Information  Flow  in  the  Aviation  System." 

A  closely  related  initiative  is  being  discussed  by  FAA  and 
industry:  establishment  of  a  consortium  to  accelerate  development 
of  key  elements  of  the  future  aviation  communications  system  known 
as  the  Aeronautical  Telecommunications  Network  (ATN) .  The 
consortium  approach  is  intended  to  shorten  the  development  cycle 
time  for  ATN  "routers"  -  nodes  in  the  communications  network  that 
insure  ability  for  data  and  voice  messages  to  move  swiftly  to  the 
addressee  over  a  series  of  interconnected  networks. 

The  data  link  initiatives  outlined  above  will  require  R,EiD 
funding  in  excess  of  FAA' s  expected  request.  We  estimate  that  an 
additional  $8  million  is  required. 
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S«t>llit«  W»vla>tion  Program 

The  transition  to  space-based  communication,  navigation  and 
surveillance  (CNS)  services,  and  especially  early  applications  of 
the  U.S.  Global  Positioning  System  (GPS)  for  civil  aviation,  enjoys 
broad  support  within  the  U.S.  aviation  user  community.  ATA  member 
airlines  are  extremely  enthusiastic  about  this  program  and  are 
moving  ahead  to  exploit  the  potential  operational  advantages  of 
satellite-based  navigation  service,  as  well  as  communications  and 
surveillance  functions.  FAA  has  wisely  embarked  on  a  course  of 
action  intended  to  produce  government/industry  consensus  on  a  broad 
range  of  technical  issues  related  to  satellite  navigation. 

The  FAA  program  is  described  in  detail  in  the  agency's 
"Satellite  Navigation  Program  Master  Plan,  FY  93-98."  The  plan  was 
developed  with  benefit  of  input  from  a  1992  RTCA  Task  Force,  the 
airlines  and  other  airspace  system  users,  and  we  applaud  FAA  for 
this  effort. 

ATA  member  airlines  are  intensely  interested  in  exploiting  the 
potential  operational  advantages  offered  by  satellite  navigation 
capabilities.  Significant  safety  advantages  are  possible,  as  are 
reductions  in  cost  of  aircraft  operation  as  well  as  acquisition  and 
maintenance  of  costly  current  generation  avionics  equipment. 

The  FAA  Satellite  Navigation  Progreun  Master  Plan  describes 
seven  major  projects.  Airlines  are  working  cooperatively  with  FAA 
on  most  elements  of  the  seven  projects  but  are  focusing  on  the  two 
projects  titled,  "Local  Area  Differential  Concepts  Down  to  Category 
I"  and  "Category  II/III  Concepts."  The  first  project  is  intended 
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to  establish  the  technical  requirements  for  FAA  certification  to 
operate  to  Category  I  weather  minimums .  These  technical  require- 
ments include  need  for  Global  Positioning  System  (GPS)  augmenta- 
tions such  as  local  differential  signal  corrections,  definition  of 
the  data  link  to  deliver  the  corrections  to  the  aircraft  and 
testing  to  determine  the  best  means  to  satisfy  system  integrity 
requirements.  The  ATA  airlines  have  established  an  objective  to 
achieve  the  first  GPS-based  FAA  Category  I  certification  approval 
in  an  airline  airplane  during  1994.  This  work  will  establish  the 
basis  for  all  airspace  system  users  to  achieve  Category  I  capabili- 
ty. 

The  second  major  project  on  which  airlines  are  focusing  is 
Category  II/III  concepts.  This  is  a  longer  term  effort.  If  the 
project  is  successful,  and  we  are  optimistic  about  the  outcome, 
complete  precision  approach  capability  down  to  Category  III 
minimums  will  be  available  to  support  airline  operations,  without 
need  to  rely  on  ground-based  .radio  navigation  systems.  The 
potential  cost  savings  for  both  operators  and  systems  providers  - 
FAA  in  the  U.S.  -  are  substantial. 

Additional  funding  will  be  required  for  FAA' s  satellite 
navigation  program  in  order  to  pursue  the  aggressive  program 
outlined  above.  Test  flights  of  airline  type  aircraft  will  be 
required  in  order  to  achieve  certification  of  the  Category  I 
capability.  We  recommend  that  the  funding  level  for  this  program  be 
increased  by  $5  million  above  the  expected  FAA  request. 
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Hu—n  Factor»  R««»rch 

Human  error,  either  in  the  air  or  on  the  ground,  is  involved 
in  80  to  90  percent  of  all  aviation  accidents.  Identification  of 
both  the  causes  of  human  error  and  the  means  to  reduce  the  risk  of 
such  error  presents  the  most  promising  approach  for  reduction  in 
accident  rates.  In  FY  1993  we  recjuested  that  funding  for  this 
program  be  increased  by  $10  million  above  the  level  requested  for 
FAA.  Unfortunately,  it  was  not  possible  for  the  Committee  to 
accommodate  this  request.  The  need  for  execution  of  this  program 
has  not  abated.  Both  FAA' s  and  NASA's  portion  of  this  important 
work  should  be  funded  at  levels  above  those  in  the  Administration's 
request  if  the  travelling  public  is  to  realize  significant  safety 
enhancements.  We  recommend  an  increment  of  $10-20  million  above 
the  level  likely  to  be  requested  for  this  program  by  FAA. 


Canf  r/TRACOW  Auto— tion  fp«rt  of  TATCX  Proor—) 

There  is  an  on-going  need  to  provide  controllers  with  better 
automation  tools  to  increase  efficiency  and  reduce  workload  at  the 
major  airports  in  the  NAS  system.  We  are  encouraged  by  the  recent 
decision  made  in  FAA  to  field  test  the  Center/TRACON  Automation 
System  (CTAS)  program  developed  by  NASA  Ames.  It  is  our  under- 
standing that  field  testing  of  the  Traffic  Management  Advisor  (TMA) 
part  of  the  system  has  been  successful  in  Denver.  The  next  logical 
step  in  implementing  CTAS  is  to  implement  the  Descent  Advisor  (DA) 
function  of  the  system  which  FAA  and  NASA  began  last  year  with  the 
added  funds  you  provided.  Additional  funds  will  expedite  the 
implementation  of  this  important  project.  We  therefore  request  $3 
million  in  the  FAA,  R,  E&D  appropriation,  and  ask  that  FAA  be 
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directed  to  use  these  additional  funds  to  expedite  implementation 
of  the  DA  function  of  CTAS . 

RTCA  Support 

We  recommend  that  $300,000  be  made  available  within  the  R,E&D 
appropriation  to  Requirements  and  Technical  Concepts  for  Aviation 
(RTCA) ,  a  non-profit  organization,  to  develop  Minimum  Aviation 
Systems  Performance  Standards,  Minimum  Operational  Performance 
Standards  and  such  other  special  studies  that  may  be  requested  by 
FAA  to  enhance  safety,  efficiency  and  capacity  of  the  nation's 
airspace  system  and  to  facilitate  the  introduction  of  new  technolo- 
gy into  that  system  for  the  same  purposes. 

Mr.  chairman,  we  have  mentioned  the  important  role  that  is 
being  played  by  RTCA  several  times  in  the  preceding  testimony.  The 
organization  assists  FAA  and  industry  in  a  number  of  ways.  RTCA 
plays  a  pivotal  role  in  developing  government/industry  consensus  on 
the  introduction  of  new  technology  into  the  National  Airspace 
System.  For  a  number  of  reasons,  government  funding  support  for 
this  organization  has  decreased  at  the  same  time  that  industry  is 
unable  to  significantly  increase  its  level  of  financial  support. 

AIRPORT  IMPROVEMEMT  PROGRAM 

The  Airport  Improvement  Program  deserves  special  attention 
this  year.  For  the  past  several  years,  the  AIP  program  has 
received  increased  funding  year-over-year,  for  which  we  are 
grateful.  However,  with  the  proliferation  of  Passenger  Facility 
Charges,  now  is  a  good  time  to  take  a  hard  look  at  airport  capital 
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spending  priorities  and  to  place  more  rigorous  recpairements  on 
outlays . 

The  FAA,  in  attempting  to  solve  the  capacity  problems  at 
airports,  insists  that  pouring  new  concrete  is  the  sole  solution. 
As  ATA  testified  before  this  Committee  on  March  10,  this  is  not  the 
case  —  the  problem  is  generally  "upstairs"  in  the  air  traffic 
control  system.  However,  because  FAA  justifies  so  many  projects  in 
the  name  of  "capacity  expansion, "  airport  operators  are  encouraged 
to  build  with  little  regard  to  actual  capacity  gain.  Simply 
because  a  construction  project  adds  maneuvering  space  does  not  mean 
that  it  adds  capacity,  let  alone  needed  capacity.  Hence,  there  are 
many  projects  which  if  analyzed  on  a  true  basis  of  need  and  cost- 
benefit,  should  never  be  attempted. 

Accordingly,  we  are  not  advocating  a  specific  dollar  amount 
for  the  AIP  program  at  this  time.  Instead,  we  call  on  this 
committee  to  challenge  FAA  to  truly  enforce  the  user  consultation 
provisions  already  included  in  the  AIP  legislation  and  to  require 
the  FAA  and  airport  operators  to  justify,  on  the  basis  of  real  need 
and  cost/benefit,  thfe  funding  for  construction  of  new  facilities 
prior  to  the  allocation  of  AIP  monies  or  the  approval  of  a  PFC 
application. 

Another  area  of  concern  related  to  the  Airport  Improvement 
Program  is  the  proliferation  of  Letters  of  Intent  (LOIJ .  Our 
concerns  are  very  basic:  to  date,  the  FAA  has  issued  34  LOIs,  some 
of  which  are  for  projects  which  raise  the  question  of  why  a  project 
requires  an  LOI.   For  exaunple,  FAA  has  issued  LOIs  for  projects 
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such  as  the  acquisition  of  airport  rescue  and  fire  fighting 
vehicles  in  Santa  Ana,  California  and  to  groove  and  overlay  a 
runway  in  Elmira,  New  York  which  seems  to  us  to  be  a  routine 
maintenance  item.  We  understand  that  GAO  is  conducting  a  study  to 
determine  whether  or  not  a  cap  should  be  imposed  on  the  LOI 
program.  We  support  that  concept,  and  ask  in  addition  to  a  cap, 
that  this  Committee  require  more  stringent  conditions  on  the 
issuance  of  LOI's  so  that  this  funding  tool,  which  can  be  benefi- 
cial, is  not  used  for  routine  multi-year  projects,  but  rather  is 
issued  for  extraordinary  projects  which  otherwise  would  be 
susceptible  to  funding  shortfalls. 

This  concludes  my  statement  Mr.  Chairman.   I  will  be  pleased 
to  answer  your  questions. 
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OIT 

RVR  Rll 

New 

Lower  Mimn 

ASR 

New 

Safcty 

CT 

■DL 

RalR33 

New 

Improve  Landing  Minima 

FL 

DAB 

CMIILSR2SR 

New 

Lower  '— '^f  Minima 

MALSRR2SR 

• 

■ 

RVR  (TovMoon)  R2SR 

• 

• 

CMIILSR34 

■ 

■ 

MALSRRVt 

■ 

• 

1005 

AIR  TRANSPORT   ASSOCIATION   OP  AMERICA   (ATA) 
AIRLINE  INDUSTRY   SURVEY   OP  AIRPORTS    PY  1994  P&E  REQUIREMENTTS 

Much  22. 1993  -  Page  2 


SIAIE 

FL 


AIREQBI 


FLL 


FL 


RSW 


GNV 


JAX 


MLB 


MIA 


MCO 


rrSM  MQUESIED 

NEW/REPL 

lusnncA-noM 

RVll(T«irh<Vrwn)    R27  R 

New 

Obuin  RVR  Minima 

CAT  in  Upgnde  R  27R 

Replace 

Tower  Minima 

ALSF-2  R  27R 

Repkce 

• 

CAT  IILS  R  9R 

New 

" 

RVR  Touchdown  R  9R 

New 

Obtain  RVK  Minima 

LocR27L 

New 

Lower  Minima 

LOCR31 

New 

• 

CAT  I  ILS  R24 

New 

Lower  Minima 

MALSR  R24 

■ 

■ 

RVR  (TnucMown)  R24 

• 

OMain  RVR  Minima 

CAT  ILS  RIO 

New 

Lower  Minima 

MALSR  RIO 

■ 

■ 

RVR  (TourMown)  RIO 

• 

Obtain  RVR  Minima 

RVR  (Touchdown)  R28 

• 

' 

G.S.  R2S 

New 

Lower  Minima 

MALSR  R23 

m 

• 

RVR  (  Touchdown)  RI3 

New 

Obtain  RVr  Minima 

CAT  IILS  R  27L 

New 

Lower  Landing  Minima 

MALSR  R27L 

■ 

> 

RVR  Toochdown  R  27L 

• 

■ 

RVR  (Midpoint)  R  9R 

New 

Lower  Takeoff  Minima 

RVR  (touchdown)  R  9R 

New 

• 

RVR  (midpoint)  R  12/30  New 

RVR  (touchdown)  R/2  New 

MALSR  RI2  New 

6SR30  New 

RVR  (Touchdown)  R  30  New 

CAT  m  ILS  R  27R  Replace 

ALSF-2  R  27R  Rcfilace 

RVR  Midpoint  R  27R  New 

RVR  (Touchdown)  R  27R  New 

DME  al  Loc  R  27R  New 

VOR-DME  (on  airport)  New 

DME  Loc  R  27L  New 

ASDE  New 

Cat  m  Upgrade  R  36R  Replace 

CAT  I  ILS  R18L  New 

MALSR  R  18L  New 

Upgnde  RVR-i  R18L-36R  Repbcc 


Obtain  RVR  Minima 
Lower  Landing  Minima 

Obtain  RVR  Minima 


Improve  Efficiency 
ATC  Benefit 
Efficiency 
Safety 

Obtain  CAT  III  Minima 
Lower  Ij^liwg  Minima 

Obtain  CAT  III  Minima 


1006 
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SIAXE  AJBSSXL 

FL  MCO 


PL 


FNS 


CAT  m  ILS  Upgnde 

New/R<T>I 

oo  RW  I8R 

ALSF-2  Upgnde  oa 

New/Rqil 

RW  18R 

Upgnde  RVRs  oo  RW 

New/Repl 

18R/36L 

CAT  m  n-S  RW/36L 

New 

ALSF-2  oa  RW  36/L 

New 

CAT  m  ILS  Upgnde 

New/Kef* 

RW  17 

Upgnde  RVR-t  oa  RW 

New/Rcpl 

17/35  (N«») 

DME  at  Localiasr  RW 

New 

36R 

VOR  DME  oa  Aiipoit 

New 

ASDE 

New 

CAT  n  ILS  on  Bodi 

New 

RW  17LA3SR 

ALSF-2  on  Bodi 

Now 

RVRa  (CAT  lUb)  on 

New 

RW  17L05R 

CAT  IILS  oa  RW  34 

New 

MALSR  RW34 

■ 

RVR  (Toochdown)  RW  34 

New 

CAT  I  ILS  RW  2S 

New 

MALSR  oa  RW  2S 

New 

RVR  (Toaclidawn)RW  25 

New 

(ATA) 
REQUIREMENTS 


lUSTDPICATION 

Obtain  CAT  mB 

Obuin  CAT  n/m  Mioimi 

ObtuD  CAT  mb  Mimnu 

ObtuB  C«l  n/UIb  Minimi 
Obtain  CAT  U/IU  Minima 
Obtain  CAT  mb  Minima 

Obtain  CAT  mb  Minima 

Enhance  Efficiency  RW  36R 

Enhance  ATC  Movemrcnl 
Safely 


Obtain  Lower  Landing  Minima 

Obtain  RVR  Minima 
RW  to  be  Extended 
Lower  Landing  Minima 
Obtain  RVR  Minima 


FL 


FIE 


RVR  (ToDcfadown)RW   17L 
RVR(Midpoia()RW   35R 
CAT  I  ILS  RW  35R 


New 


Reduce  landing  Minima 
Lower  Takeoff  Minima 
Reduce  landing  Minima 
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AIR  TRANSPORT   ASSOOAIION  OF  AMERICA  (ATA) 
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STATE 
FL 


AIBEQBI 

FIE 


Mardi  22. 1993  -  fagc  4 
FTEM  RBQUESIED  new/rew.  iustipication 


MALSR  RW  3SR 

RVR  (Toucfadown)  RW  35 


New 


Reduce  l«nrfing  Minima 
Obuin  RVR  Minima 


FL 


FL 


FL 


SRQ 


TLH 


TPA 


FL 


CA 


AH. 


ga 
ga 


AGS 

cso 


RVR  (Touchdown)  RW  14  Naw 

RVR  (Touchdown)  RW  32 

CAT  I ILS  RW  9  New 

MALSR  RW  9 


Upgnde  RVRi  on  RW  8L  New/Rapl 

CAT  m  ILS  Upfnde  RW  26R  New/Repi 

ALSF-2  Uptnde  RW  26R  New/RepI 

CAT  mb  tLS  Upfiade  RW  27L  New/RepI 

ALSF-2  Upgrade  RW  27L  New/Rcpl 
ASDE  Upgrade 

VASI  on  RW  8  New 

CAT  I  ILS  RW  23  New 

MALSR  RW  23 

RVR  (Touchdown)  RW  23 


Obtain  RVR  Minima 


Lower  t  »~<ing  Minima 


Upgnde  RVRa  RW  27 

New/RepI 

Obtain  CAT  mb  Minima 

Cat  m  ILS  Upgrade  RW  27 

New/RepI 

CAT  nib  Capability 

Control  Tower 

New/RepI 

Airport  Expniaioa  EfTorts 

CAT  in  ILS  Upgnde  RW  36L 

New/Rqil 

CAT  mb  Capability 

Upgnde  RVRs  RW  36L 

New/RepI 

Obtain  CAT  Hlb  Capability 

DME  RW  36L  ILS 

New 

DME  obRW  18LILS 

New 

" 

CAT  m  ILS  Upgnde  RW  18L 

New/RepI 

Obtain  Lower  Landing  Minima 

ALSF-2  Upgrade  RW  18L 

New/Repi 

• 

ILS  on  RW  36R 

New 

« 

MALSR  RW  36R 

New 

• 

RVR  (Touchdown)  RW  36R 

• 

Obtain  RVR  Minima 

CAT  I  ILS  RW  27 

• 

Lower  Landing  &  RVR  Minima 

MALSR  RW  27 

■ 

Obtain  Lower  Landing  Minima 

RVR  (Toucfadown)  RW  27 

• 

• 

ASDE 

• 

Safely 

CAT  I  ILS  RW  27R 

New 

Obtain  Lower  Landing  Minima 

MALSR  RW27R 

a 

■ 

RVR  (Tnocfadnwn)  RW  27R 

■ 

Obtain  RVR  Minima 

RaUoaRWZTR 

New 

Provide  Lower  Landing  Minima 

CAT  m  ILS  Upgrade  RW  18L 

New/RepI 

Provide  Two  Landing  Runways 

During  CAT  lUb  Weather 
Obtain  CAT  mb  Minima 
Obtain  CAT  mb  Minima 
Obtain  CAT  mb  Minima 
Obtain  CAT  mb  Minima 
Obtain  CAT  mb  Minima 
Vwthmmi^  Movement  of  Aircraft 

Fnhanm  Safi^ 

Obtain  Lower  Landing  Minima 

Obtain  RVR  Minima 


1008 

AIR  TRANSPCHtT   ASSOOATION  OP  AMERICA   (ATA) 
AIRLINE  INDUSTRY   SURVEY  OT  AIRPORTS   FY  1994  F&E  REQUIREMENTS 

Maicfa  22, 1993  -  Page  S 


STATE 

CA 


AIBSQSI       ITEM  REnilESTED 


SAV 


IL 


CMI 


CAT  ni  ILS  RW  9 

ALSF-2  RW  9 

RVR  (Midpoint)  RW  9 

RVR  (RoUoul)  RW  9 

CAT  I  ILS  RW  27 

MALSR  RW  27 

RVR  (Touchdown)  RW  27 

RVR  (Touchdown)  RW  36 

CS  on  RW  14R 
MALSR  RW  MR 
RVR  RW  14R 
ILS  RW  14R 


UESIBEEL 

AjynncATiON 

New 
New/RepI 

New 

OtMaio  CAT  Illb  Minim* 

New 

■ 

Lower  Landing  Minimi 
Provide  RVR  Minima 
Enhance  Operations 

New 
New 

Lower  Minimums 
Lower  Minimums 

a. 


MDW 


MALSR  RW  4R 
RVR  RW  4R 
RVR  RW  22L 
MALSR  RW  31C 
RVR  RW  31C 


New 


Lower  Minimums 


n. 


ORD 


RVR  RW  4L 
RVR  RW  22R 
CAT  Wm  RW  4R 
ALSF-n  RW  4R 
RVR  RW  22L 
CAT  lUm  RW  9R 
ALSF-2  RW  9R 
CAT  Wm  RW  27L 
ASDE  m 
RVR  RW  4R 
CAT  nm  RW  27R 


New 

Replace 

New 
Replace 

New 


Lower  Minimums 


Upgrade  Equipment 


Safety 

Lower  Minimums 


n. 


MU 


OS  RW27 
RVR  RW27 


New 


Lower  Minimums 


a. 


FIA 


DME  LOC  I3R 


Approach  Aid 
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STATE 

AKKSI 

QEtUtGOUGSIED 

juyiiyiCATION 

IN 

BW 

MALSR  RW4 
RVR  RW4 
DME  LOC4 

Now 

• 
• 

Lower  Minimnim 
Aiiproecb  Aid 

IN 

FWA 

RVR  RW23 
MALSR  RW  32 

R^te« 

Ei|iiipimii  Upgrade 

IN 

IND 

RVR  RW  13 

DME  IXX:  RW  13R 

ASDE 

New 

■ 
■ 

Lower  Minimuim 

• 

SiAty/C^Mcily 

IN 

SRN 

RVR  RW9 
DME  LOC  RW  27 

No* 

■ 

Lower  Mmimumi 
Approecli  Aid 

lA 

sux 

MALSR  Rnnrajr  13 
RVR  Roowqr  13 

New 

Lower  Minimim 

• 

lA 

DSU 

CaMH  Liae  Lifhiiag  Rw 

l2LnOR 

DMERW  12LLoGali2>r 

DME  RW  30R  Localiaer 

CAT  n  ILS  RW  30R 

ALSF-2  (CAT  I)  RW  3MI 

New 

■ 
■ 

■ 

Lower  Mininmni 
Appnadi  Aid 

• 

Incraand  Capacity 

• 

lA 

OD 

Bikod  RW  12^1  firon  54S0 

io6000 

CAtn  ILS  RW  9 

ALSF-2  (CAT  I)  RW  9 

RVR  RW27 

MALSR  RW  27 

New 

• 
• 

IncnMsd  CqMciCy 

Lower  Minimuiiis 

• 

m 
m 

KS 

icr 

Raa  itar  RoBwqr  32 
LOMRwMy  IL 
DME  Rnray  IL  Locdiar 
DME  Rwnjr  I9R  Locdiar 
RVR  tjmmtf  19L 
MALSR  Rawny  19L 

m 
m 
• 
• 
• 

Appmch  Aid 

■ 
■ 

m 

Lamer  MmuDumi 

KY  CVO  CAT  m  ILS  Upffade  Rw  36L     N«»/R<pi 

UPgnde  RVRi  RW  36L 
RVR  (TokMowb)  RW  9  New 

RVR  (ToKkdowB)  RW  27 

CAT  m  ILS  Uptnde  RW  ISL    * 


Otain  Cat  mb  Minim 

Provide    RVR     Minimi/Tikeofr 

Provide  RVR  Minime/Tikeoff 
MiniiBB-CLL  luuUed 

CAT  mb  Minima 
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STATE  AIBEiXI       ITEM  REQUESTED  NEW/REPL 

KY  CVC  ALSF-2  Upgrade  RW  16L  New 

VOR-DME 
ASDE 

KY  LEX  MALSR  RW  22  New 

RVR  (Touchdown)  RW  22 


KY 

SDF 

ASDE 

New 

LA 

BTR 

Prccisioo  Infltrumcat 
ApproKh  RW  4 

New 

MALSR  RW  4 

■ 

RVR  RW4 

• 

RVR  RW  13 

■ 

LA 

LFT 

RVR  RW  21 

New 

LLWAS 

■ 

RekKate  Ldu  Mutiii  (KLM) 

Nob  Fed  NDB  to  On-Field  Site 

LA 

M1.U 

RVR  RW  4 

New 

DMEL  on  RW  4 

■ 

LA 


MSY  RVR(T-M-R)    RW  10/28  Replace 

Frangible  Approach  Light 
Stnictufm  on  RW  10 
Rul(Add  to  MALS)  RW  19 
CAT  I ILS  Ob  Rw  19  New 


(ATA) 
REQUIREMENTS 


lUSTIFICATION 

Obtain  CAT  mb  Minima 
Enhance  ATC  Movement 
Safely 

Lower  Landing  Minima 
Obtain  RVR  Minima 

Safety 

Improve  Capacity 

Reduce  Minima 


Repalcemml   ofRW 
Provide  Windshear  Protection 
Noo-Radar  Approach  Capability 
to  R  W3,  More  Reliable  Approaches 
For  RWi  10  and  28 
Upgrade  RW  to  RVR 
Improve  ILS  Procedures 

Lower  CAT  mb  Landing  Minima 


NoiB  Afayemnt  &  Reduced  Landiig 
Minima 


LA 


SHV  DMEL  on  RW  14  New 

RVR  (T-M-R)  RW  14  Capable  Replace 
of  Readout  aa  Low  aa  300' 

"REDUCH*  Aoteooa  RW  14  Replace 


Improve  ILS  Procedure 

Lower  CAT  mb  Landing  Minima 

To  Eliminate  Restriction 


MD 


BWI 


MALSR  RW  ISL 

RVR  (ToochdowD)  RW  ISL 

RVR  (RoUoot)  RW  ISL 

MALSR  RW  33R 

CAT  li/m  ILS  New  RW  lOR 

ALSF-2  New  RW  lOR 

RVR(TouchdowB)New   RW  lOR 

RVR  (Midpoint)  New  RW  lOR 

RVR  (Rollout)  New  RW  lOR 


New 


Reduce  Landing  Minimums 
Reduce  TakeoflC  LandingMinimums 

Reduce  Landing  Minimum^ 
Improve  IFR  Capacity 
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SIAIE 
MD 


ASBBJKL       ITEM  RBOUESTEP 


BWI 


MA 


BOS 


MA 


ORH 


ME 


MB 


NBW/REPL 


Nmr 


CAT  I ILS  New  RW  2SL 

MALSR  New  RW  28L 

CAT  m  RW  33L 

ALSF-2  RW  )3L 

PAPI  RW  ISR 

RVR  RW  ISR  (Midpoiat  & 

RoUoal) 

Upfi^B  RVRs  RW  lOto  Read    New/Ripl 

Relocate  OS  oa  RW  ISR 

DME  Colocatad/ILS  RW  10        New 

DME  ColociMd/lLS   RW  ISR     * 


ILS  MiaiBM  To  RVR      Now 
2400- RW2U. 
CAT  I  ILS  RW  4L 


niSTIPICATION 

Improva  IFR  Capacity 

Ml 


Improve  Viiinl  Vertical  Cuidane 
Reduee  Takeoff  Minimuma 

Reqd  to  Support  CAT  mb  Opf. 
Cap«aty 

I  Approach  Info. 


LDA  For  RW  4L 

MALSR  RW4L 

RVR  (Toachdowa)  RW  4L 

RVR  (RoOoat)  RW  4L 

RVR  (Midpoial)  RW  4L 

CAT  I  ILS  RW  22R 

RalocMe  RW  ISR  Localizer 

oa  C/L 

CAT  n  ILS  RW  ISR 

ALSF-2A«1  RW  ISR 

ReaaaRW9 

RodBca  ILSMiaivnai  to 

RVR  1400,DH  200  oa  RW  ZT 

PRM 


Schedule  ReliabiUiy 

RednceTakBoC  I  andingMininiuma 
tacieand  Capacily 
larwaaerl  Cqacity 
Radace  Laadiag  Miniiwiim 


Redace  Laadiu  Minimuiiia 


BiHtipft  r  — <ttfi*  Minimuins 


Ne* 


CAT  a  ILS  RW  U 

RVR  (RolkMl)  RW  n 

DME  Colocaiadmj  oa  RW  29  Near 

CAT  IILS  Rw  29 

MALSR/MALSF  RW  29 

ofOlialaclaa  RW  II       Near 


RW33 
RW  IS 


RW  ViaibUity 
bnprove  Schwhile  Reiiabilily 

SBBftaaaoaa  Coovnpig  Appnachea 

Radnoe  t  amAmg  MiniiiHiina 
TdceoffMii 


laprove  VhiidalB  Reliability 
aadSalbtr 

laprav*  Schedule  Reliability 
I  CAT  I  Minimumi 


DME  CulnraladffLS 
DME  ColocatedALS 

CATOILSRWll 
CLL  RW  1I/29 
ALfi>-2RWII 


Inprova  faitr  Appr  Infonnatiao 

Redace  Ladac/TakBoflfMioiaiuiiu 
Sefaedule  ReliabiUty 
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STATE 

AIBH2BI 

ITEM  RBOIIESTED 

NEW/REPL 

JuyrmcATiON 

MI 

DTW 

RVR  RW  3C 

New 

Lower  Minimums 

RVR  RW  21C 

« 

• 

CAT  I  ILS/Fu«ure  RW  9R 

• 

New  Runwmy 

MALSR/Future    RW  9R 

New 

> 

CAT  IILS  RW  3C 

New 

Capacity  Enhaocement 

MALSR  Rw  3C 

• 

• 

RVR  RW  9R 

New 

New  Runway 

RVR  RW27L 

• 

• 

MI 

DBT 

Remove  Obatnictiaa  RW  15/33 

New 

Lower  Arrival/Departure    Min. 

MI 

FNT 

RVR  RW  27 

New 

Lower  Mininnuns 

MI 

ORR 

RVR  RW  g 

New 

MI 

LAN 

RVR  RW  lOR 

New 

Lower  Mininnuna 

MI 

MBS 

RVR  RW23 

New 

Lower  Minimums 

MN 

MSP 

ASDE 

New 

Safety 

RVR  RW  HL 

■ 

Lower  Minimums 

CCLRW  1IU29R 

■ 

• 

RVR  29R 

New 

■ 

RVR  Midpoint  RW  4/22 

New 

When  RW  is  Extended 

MN 

RST 

RVR  RW  13 

New 

Lower  Minimums 

DME  LOC  RW  13 

• 

Approach  Aid 

DME  LOC  RW  31 

■ 

MO 

STL 

ASDE 

New 

Safety/Capacity  Benefit 

Levi  lo  U(hti  RW  12L  30L 

■ 

Support  LDA7DME  Approach 

CAT  m  ILS  RW  30R 

• 

Lower  Minimums 

CAT  m  ILS  RW  12L 

■ 

• 

ALSF-2  RW  I2L 

• 

■ 

DME  RW  30L  Localinr 

■ 

Approach  Aid 

DME  RW  30L  Looliw 

New 

• 

DME  RW  12L  Looliier 

• 

• 

ILS  Runway  6 

New 

Lower  Mininnuns 

VASI-6  Rumray  6 

■ 

For  Wide  Body  Aircraft 

Rail  Runwiy24 

■ 

Approach  Aid 
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STATE 

MO 

AIBEQBI 
Ma 

NEW/REPL 

New 

niSTIFICATION 

CAT  una  iLs  Rw  ir 

Lower  Minimuim 

ALSF-2  RW  IR 

• 

■ 

CAT  I  ILS  RW  19L 

New 

Capacity  Beoefil 

CAT  I  ILS  RW  27 

■ 

• 

MALSR  Rw  27 

New 

Lower  Minimum 

ASDB 

• 

Safety/Capacily  Benefit 

RVR  RW27 

New 

Lower  Minimuim 

MT 

BO. 

CAT  I  ILS  RW  27R 
MALSR  RW  27R 
RVR  <■  RW  27R 

New 

MT 

BZN 

CAT  I  ILS  oa  RW  30 
MALSR  OB  RW  30 
RVR  oa  RW  12 
Coolrol  Towar 
ASR 

New 

• 
• 

New 

New 

MT 

BTM 

MALSR  oo  RW  IS 
RVR  oo  RW  IS 
Comral  Tower 
ASR 

New 

• 
« 
■ 

MT 

HLN 

RVR  RW  27  (Funded) 
ASR 

New 

■ 

MT 

OTl" 

RVR  RW  3 

New 

MT 

FCA 

RVR  on  RW  2 
Control  Tower 
ASR 

New 

m 
m 

MT 

MSO 

RVR  RW  11  (Funded) 

New 

ASR 

New 

FAA  Plans  to  F.stabI 

NE 


LNK 


RVR  Runway  17R 


New 


Lower  Minimums 


NE  OMA  MALSR 

RVR  Runway  17 

DME  RW  UR  Localizer 

ASDE 


New 


Lower  Miniinunu 

Approach  Aid 
Safety 


1014 

AIR  TRANSPORT  ASSOCIATION  OF  AMERICA   (ATA) 
AIRLINE  INDUSTRY   SURVEY  OF  AIRPORTS    FY  1994  F&E  REQUIREMENTS 

Maidi  22, 1993  -  Pags  11 


STATE 

NH 

NJ 
NJ 


MBSQKL 

MHT 

ACY 
EWR 


NY 

NY 

NY 

NY 

NY 


ALB 

BGM 

BUF 

ELM 
ISP 


ITEM  REOUEyrED 

RVRCTouchdown)    RW  33 
RVR(RoUout)   RW  33 
REIL  RW06 
NDB  6  Approach 

PAPI  RW  4 

CAT  n  or  m  ILS  Upgrade 

ALSF-2  On  RW  4L 

CAT  I  ILS  oo  RW  22R 

MALSR  oo  RW  27 

CATIILSaa  RW  11 

RVR  RW  11  (Touchdown/ 

Rollout) 

MALSR  on  RW  11 

ODALS/REIL    RW  11 

ASR-9/ASDE-3 

PRM 

VOR  (Oo-Airpoft) 

CAT  n  ILS  UPgfMle  RW  19 
ALSF-2  RW  19 
RVR(RoUau<)   RW  19 
PAPI  oo  RW  to 


NEW/HSPL 

New 

m 

New 

New/Repl 

New 

New 


New/Repl 

New 


NY 


ITH 


RVRCTouchdown)   RW  16  New 

CAT  n  ILS  UPgnde  RW  23        New/Repl 
REIL  on  RW  14  New 

VOR  (oo-Aiipoft) 

REO.  on  RW  10  New 

PAPI  RW  10 

RVR  (Touchdown)  RW  6  New 

RVROTToucbdown)    RW  6  New 

RVR  (Rollout)  RW  6 

CAT  I  ILS  on  RW  13R 

MALSR  on  RW  13R 

PAPI  on  RW  13R 

REO.  oa  RW  I3R 

RVR  CTouchdown)  RW  13R 

HIRL  RW  13R/33L 

REIL  oo  RW  14  New 

AWOS  m 


JUSTDPICATIQN 

Provide  RVR  TakeofT/Landing  Minimums 

Enhance  RW  Vinbility 

InatnuoenI  Approach  on  Crosseind  RW 

Improve  Viaual  Vertical  Guidance 

Backup  CAT  n  System 

Backup 

Backup  -  Reducing  Landing  Minima 
Precision  Appr. /Increase  Airport  Capacity 
Reduce  Takeoff  Minimums 

Reduce  Landing  Minimums 

Enhance  RW  Visibility 

Safety 

Simultaneous  Converging  Approaches 

F.ih«n/-»  Opa./Provide  Approach  Capability 

Reduce  Landing  Minimums 

Reduce  Takeoff/Landing   Minimums 
Provide  Visual  Vertical  Guidance 

Provide  RVR  Minimums 

Reduce  Landing  Minimimis 
Enhance  RW  Visibility 
Provide  Approach  Capability 

Enhance  RW  Visibility 

Provide  Visual  Vertical  Guidance 

Provide  RVR  Minimums 

Provide  RVR  Minimums 

Provide  Precision  Approach  Minimums 
Reduce  Landing  Minimums 
Provide  Visual  Vertical  Guidance 
Enhance  RW  Visibility 
Provide  RVR  Minimums 
Support  RVR  Minimums 

Enhance  RW  Visibility 

Improve  Meteorological  Obaervations 
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SIAIB 

NY 


AISEiffil       ITEM  RBOUESTBD 


SWF 


CAT  I ILS  RW  27 

MALSR  on  RW  27 

DME  CoUocated  ILS  09 

PAPI  RW  16 

RVR(Toucfadawii/Rollout) 

RW  16 

TVOR/DMB 

CoBMnict  New  FAA  ATCT 

D-BrilB  in  Tower  CAB 


NEW/REPL    JUSTIFICATION 


New 


Provide  Preciiioa  Approach  Minimums 
Reduce  Lmding  Minimunu 
Eohmcc  Imtnunefit  Approech  Info. 
Provide  Vimil  Vertical  Guidance 
Provide  RVR  Minimunu 

Provide  RVR  Minioaimi 
locieaae  in  Air  Carrier  Service 
Provide  TWR  CootroUen 


NY 


JFK 


NY 


USA 


Relocate  RW  4L  OS  to  Permit      New 

ILS  Appmchea  4t  FuU  Ixngtli 

Takeoffii  (End-Fire) 

CAT  n/m  ILS  UPgnde  RW4L  New/RepI 

ALSF-2  RW  4L  New 

CAT  n  ILS  Upgrade  RW  22L      New 

ALSF-2  RW  22L 

CAT  n  ILS  Upgrvie  RW  13L     New/RepI 

CAT  I  ILS  RW  13R  New 

MALSR  on  RW  3IL 

DME  Colocated  with  ILS  New 

on  RW  31L 

Expkm  Value  of  Cooilnic-  New 

ing  New  SOOO'RW  Parallel 

to  and  BAH  of  NE  End  of 

RW4R/22L 

PRM  New 

CAT  n  ILS  Upgrade  RW  22  New 

Relocate  RW  13  LOc  On  CA.  ■ 

CAT  n  ILS  Upgrade  RW  13  New/RepI 

ALSF-2  RW  13  New 

UpgiMle  RVR  00  RW  13  New 

MALSR  <a  RW  31  New 
OS  on  RW  31 


Increaae  Capacity 


Incrcaae  Capacity 
Reduce  landing  M 


Provide  Prec  Appr  Minimums 
Reduce  landing  Minimums 
Vttttmttr^  Approach  InformatioD 

Increaae  Capacity 


Simultaneous  Parallel  Approaches 

Reduce  l—Hiiig  Minimums 
Pending  Wotlc  on  Above  Item 
Reduce  Landing  Minimums 
Reduce  I»»«Hiiig  Minimums 
Reduce  Takeoff  Minimums 
Reduce  landing  Minimunu 


NY 


SYR 


RVR  (Touchdown)  RW  14 
RaU  oa  RW  14 
CAT  I  ILS  oa  RW  32 
PAPI  OB  RW  32 
REIL  oo  RW  32 
MALSR  oa  RW  32 


New  Reduce  Takeoff/Landing  Minimums 

Reduce  landing  Minimums 
Predsiaa  Instrument  Approach  Capability 
Improve  Visual  Vertical  Guidance 
Enhance  RW  Visibility 
Reduce  i  «i«^i"f  Minimunu 


NY 


HPN 


REIL/MALSR   on  Rw  34 


New 


Enhance  RW  Viability 
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STATE 
NM 

NC 
NC 


AffiE£ffiI       rrEM  REQUESTED 


NEW/REPL    JUSTIFICATION 


NC 


NC 


NC 


NC 


NC 


ND 


ABQ 


AVL 


CLT 


FAY 


OA} 


ISO 


RDU 


ILM 


RAP 


New 


New 


New 


New/Rq>l 


New 


REIL  on  RW  35 


RVR  (Touchdown)  RW  16 
RVR  (Touchdown)  RW  34 


RVR  (Midpoint)  RW  18L 
CAT  m  ILS  Rw  36R 
ALSF-2  on  RW  36R 
CAT  m  ILS  Upgnde  RW  18R 
ALSF-2  Upgnde  RW  IgR 
CAT  m  ILS  Upgnde  RW  36L 
Upgnde  RVRj  on  RW  36L 
MALSR  00  RW  ISL 
RVR(Touchdown)   on  RW  23 
ASDE 

CAT  ILS  oo  RW  22 
MALSR  on  RW  22 
RVR  (Touchdown)  RW  S 

RVR  (Touchdown)  RW  S 
CAT  I  ILS  RW  23 
MALSR  on  RW  23 
RVR  (Touchdown)  RW  23 
Cootiol  Tower 

RVR(Touchdown)    RW  S 
CAT  I  ILS  OB  RW  23 
MALSR  oaRW  23 
RVR(Taadidown)   on  RW  23 


PRM  Upgnde  New/RepI 

RVR  (Touchdown)  oo  RW  23L   New 
ASDE  New 

CAT  I  ILS  New 

MALSR  on  RW  S 

RVR  (ToucMown)  on  RW  S 

Brito  DiipUy  New 

RVR  RW  32 


New 


New 


Identify  RW  end  in  Abwoce  of 
Approach  Light! 

RVR  will  provide  Lower  T/O  Minima 
RW  aerved  by  ILS  A  SSALR.    RVR  will 
provide  Lower  T/O  Minima 

MDPT  RVR 

Reduce  CAT  n/HI  WeUher 
Provide  Lower  Landing  Minima 
Obtain  Lower  Landing  Minima 
Obtain  Lower  Landing  Minima 
Reqd  For  CAT  mb  Minima 

Obtain  Lower  Landing  Minima 
Obtain  RVR  Minima 
Safety 

Lower  Landing  Minima 

Obtain  RVR  Minima 

Obtain  RVR  Minima 
ProvideStnight  in  Landing  Minima 

Obtain  RVR  Minina 
Enhance  Safety 

Obtain  RVR  Minima 

Obtain  Lower  Landing  Minima 

Obtain  RVR  Minimi 

Pnhancn  Airfield  Capacity 

Obtain  RVR  Minima 

Pjihance  Onmnd  Movement  of  Aircnfi 

Provide  Lower  Landing  Minima 

Obtain  RVR  Minima 

Safaty/EfHciency  For  ATCF 
Lower  Mioimuma 


ND 


BIS 


RVR  RW  31 


Lower  Minimuma 
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NEW/REPL    niCTIPICATION 

Lower  MinimnBi 

Lopwcr  Miainonii 
Approach  Aid 


ND 

AIBEQBI 

OFK 

NEW 

RVR  RW3SL 

Na«r 

ND 

MOT 

RVR  RW  Jt 

Nott 

REIL  RW  13 

• 

Rni,  RW  • 

■ 

REILRWK 

■ 

OH 

CIE 

VASI-6  RW  SL 

New 

VASI-6  RW  23R 

• 

RED.  RWSL 

■ 

CAT  I ILS  RW  10 

• 

ILSRW23R 

• 

MALSR  RW  23R 

• 

RVR  RW  23R 

• 

OH 

CMH 

RVR  RW  lOR  (2m.  RoOoul) 

New 

OH 

DAY 

CAT  I  ILS  RW  6R 

New 

RVR  RW  IS 

New 

RVR  RW24L 

• 

MALSR  RW6R 

• 

RVR  RW6R 

■ 

OH 

TOL 

CAT  n  ILS  RW  7 

New 

ALSF-2  RW  7  (CAT  II) 

• 

RVR  RW7 

RiVl 

RVR  RW  23  (RW  7  RoOcnl) 

New 

(X 


OKC 


OK 


TUL 


RVR(T-M-R-RW  3SR  Rtpi 

C^Mm  oTRaadoal  a* 

LowM  300' Or  Loi 

CAT  mb  ILS  Upcnde  RW  3SR  Rcpl 

RVR  oa  RW  I7R  New 

RVR  «■  RW  SSL 

RVRfT-M-R)  RW3SR  Repi 

OfMt  of  Raadoal  m  low 

m  300* 

DMEL  oa  RW  35R  New 

REIL  <a  RW  I 


Widebody  Aifcnft  ApptoKh 

Appmca  Aid 
Caiaedy  BcoefiC 


Lower  Mtnimmm 

Lower  Miaimaiia 
Lower  MmuDBin* 


Coovcft  to  2S0  FT  BueUne 
Lower  Muiuhuiub 

CAT  mb  Ladiof  Miniim 


New  ILS  Ia«aUed/but  will  not 
Seliify  die  CAT  mb  Requinment 
Redace  Mbnoa 


Lower  CAT  mb  Leadiac  Minim 


ILSI 
IdetfiiyAcaid  RWEad 
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ITEM  REQUESTED  NEW/REPL    JUSTIFICATION 

ASR  New 

Upgnde  to  CAT  mb 


STATE 

AIKEQBI 

OR 

MFR 

OR 

PDX 

RVR  on  RW  lOR  (Funded) 
CAT  I  nj  on  RW  28L 
CAT  I ILS  RW  lOUFuoded) 


RepI 

New 


PA 


sc 


ABE  CAT  n  ILS  Upgiade  RW  6 

ALSF-2  on  RW  6 
RVR(RoUoiit)    RW  6 
RVR(Midpoinl)   RW  6 
CAT  I  ILS  on  RW  24 


New 


PA 

ERI 

RVRfTouchdown)    RW  24 

New 

PA 

MDT 

RVR(RoUoiil)    RW  13 

New 

RVR(Midpoinl)   RW  13 

• 

PA 

PHL 

Ofhel  LDA  To  RW  27L 

New 

PAPI  on  RW  27L 

• 

RVR(Touchdown)    RW  9L 

• 

RVR  (Midpoint)  RW  9L 

m 

PAPI  oo  RW  27R 

■ 

PRM 

■ 

PA 

PIT 

CAT  n  ILS  UpgnMie  RW  lOR 

New 

ALSF-2  RW  28L 

« 

CAT  n  ILS  UPgnde  RW  28L 

• 

ALSF-2  RW  28L 

■ 

PAPI  on  RW  lOL 

■ 

CAT  I  ILS  RW  IOC 

■ 

MALSR  RW  IOC 

• 

CAT  I  ILS  RW  28C 

• 

MALSR  RW  26C 

• 

RVR(TaacfadowB)   RW  32 

■ 

RVR  (Tocfadown)  RW  14 

PA 

AVP 

Relocate  RW  4  LOC  on  C/L 

New 

PR 

SJU 

LOCaoRW26 

New 

CHS 


RVR(ToachdowD)  oa  RW  3 
DME  oa  LOC  on  RW  26 

ILS  on  RW  3 
RVR  (Toucbdown)  RW  3 
ILS  oo  RW  21 
MALSR  oa  RW  21 
RVR(Touciidawn)   RW  21 


New 


Reduce  Landing  Minimums 

Reduce  Takeoff  Minimuim 
Reduce  Takeoff  Minimuma 
Provide  Inatniment  Approach  Procedures 

Reduce  Takeoff  Minimuma 

Reduce  Takeoff  Minimuma 


Incraaae  Capacity 

Provide  Viaual  Vertical  Guidance 

Reduce  Takeoff/Landing   Minimums 

Provide  Viaual  Vertical  Guidance 
Sinnltaneoua  Paiallel  Appnwchea 

Reduce  Landing  Minimums 


Provide  Vertical  Guidance 

Provide  Praciaion  Approach  Capability 

Reduce  Landing  Minimums 

Provide  Precision  Approach  Capability 

Reduce  Landing  Minimums 

Provide  RVR  Minimums 


Required  for  LowmI  ILS  Landing  Minimums 

Obtain  Lower  Landing  Minima 
Obtain  RVK  Minima 


Lower  Landing  Minima 
Obtain  RVR  Minima 

Lower  l«"«li"g  Minima 

• 

Obtain  RVR  Minina 
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L  fusnncAnoM 

RVR  Miaiim 


STATE 

AIBEQKI 
CAB 

rraM  RBPUBSIED 
CAT  I ILS  RW  S 

SC 

Mmt 

MALSRRWS 

Nw 

RVR(TaKM(iM)  RW  23 

■ 

CAT  I  ILS  RW  23 

• 

MALSRORW23 

■ 

RVR  (Ttmckkmrn)  RW  23 

RVR  (Mi4paii()  RW  11/29 

• 

TN 

TH 

MALSRoaRWS 

Nmt 

DME  <a  IjOC  RW  23 

• 

■m 

CHA 

NDBRW(n 

Nmt 

TN 

TW 

CAT  I  nj  RW  SR 

Nmt 

IN 


IN 


UEU 


BNA 


TX 


TX 


IX 


AliA 


ADI 


OP 


Loanr  I  iliag  Manna 
ObtHi  RVR 
CATni 


Minina 
Pivc  Appr  Proosdufo 


Sirv*  m  LOM  RW  02 


MALSR  oaRWSR 
RVRCTokMoot)   RWSR 
CAT  IILS  RW  23L 
MALSR  oa  RW  23L 
RVRCToKMiNn)  oa  RW  23L 


PRM 

RVR(T<meUo«>)  RW2T 

CAT  miLS  RW  36R 

CAT  m  lOLS  Upgrade  RW36L  Ncw/Rapl 

ASDB  Near 

CAT  m  ILS  Upgnde  RW  27L    Nsw/Rcpi 

ALSF-2  oa  RW  2L 

UptndB  RVRa  oa  RW  2L 

CAT  I  ILS  RW  13 

MALSR  aa  RW  13 

RVR  (ToaiUoM)  oa  RW  13 


RWI 
RWI 


:ExlBaded  to  9000' 
lExMdid  to  9000' 


AiffiaUCipKity 
RVR  Miain 
Loaar  LBdiag  Minina 
Upgnde  to  CAT  mb  C^abdily 

Mowaoeal  of  Otnad  Tnffic 


Upgrade  of  ILS 
Raqwad  fcr  CAT  mb 
Upgnde  of  ILS/OteiB  CAT  mb  Minina 
Luau  Leading  Minina 


RVR 


I  ALS 
oaRW4 
LLWAS 
CAT  I  ILS  RW  31 


Rqd 


Sefety 


Pluvide  Windihier  hutocbon 
Aaport'i  IFR  Cepadly 


Pitaat  Tiae  Dae  to  Ptaa 
For  Nev  Aoport.   If  New  Aiipact  Coaeapt  ie  Dinppnxad. 
Wm  Be  RiaaiiJ  at  AUS. 


ODALS  oa  RW  17 


CipaUily 
Saftty 


■ED.  oa  RW  17 
Fm^Ii  AU 
mRWSI 
RVR  aa  RW  SS 
LLWSAS 


IM 
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STATE 
TX 

TX 


AIBEQBI 


DAL 


DFW 


TX 


TX 


TX 


ELP 


EFD 


HRL 


March  22. 1993 

-Page  17 

FTEM  RBOUESTRD 

NEW/REPL    JUSTIFICATION 

Repl                     Impiove  OpentioiuJ  SAfety 
New                     Allow  Deputurea  at  600  RVR 

FnmgiUe  ALS  Structures  on 
RW  13L 
RVROloUoiit)    RW  31L 

ASDE  New 

RVR(T-R)   RW  31R 

CAT  I ILS  RW  35L 

MALSR  RW  36R 

RVR  (T-M-R)C<|»ble   of  Rcpl 

Rcwlout  u  Low  u  300'  RW 

17L/35R  RVR(T-M-R)Ct|»ble      • 

Rndout  Lowu  300' RW  lgR/36L 

Additictu]  Naviids  to  Provide       New 

DUAL  Arrivil  Oaiea  in  Accortiuice 

with  DFW  Metroplex  Air  Trmffic 

System  Plan 

CAT  I  ILS  oa  RW  16L 

CAT  I  ILS  on  RW  34R 

MALSR  on  RW  I6L 

MALSR  on  RW  34R 

RVR(Toachdown)    RW  16L 

RVRfTouchdown)    RW  34R 

CAT  I  ILS  CO  RW  I6R 

MALSR  on  RW  I6R 

MALSR  on  RW  34L 

RVRaOuchdown)    RW  I6R 

RVR(Tauchdowii)    RW  34L 

VASI  RW  3IL  New 

RVR  CD  RW  4  New 

REIL  oo  RW  4 

RVR  OD  RW  22  Repi 

PiBifible  ALS  Stnictiira  RW22  Repl 


200'-l/2(RVR  2400)  Capabi- 
litiea  co  RW  I7R/3SL 
MALSR  oaRW  22 


New 


Safety 

Improve  Arrival/Departure    Minima 

Improve  Airport  IFR  Capacity  Reliability 

Improved  Minima  For  ILS 

Lower  CAT  mb  Minima 


Reqd  to  utilize  existing  &  Future  Aiipoit 
CapKity 


PreciBoa  Approach/ Independent  Approach 
Reduce  Minima 


Precision  Approach/Independent    Approach 
Reduce  Minima 


Provide  Visual  Approach 

Enhance  DEpaiture  Capability 

Reqd  to  Identify  RW  End  in  Hi^  Light  Area 

Upgrade  RW  to  RVR 

Improve  Operational  Safety 

Improve  IFR  Capabilities 

Reduce  Minima 


RVR  oo  RW  17R 
Frangible  ALS  Structures 
ooRW  I7R 

New 
Refri 

Unscheduled 

Improve  Operatioaal  SAfety 

CAT  I  ILS  on  RW  31 

MALSR 

RVR  on  RW  31 

New 

Precision  Approach  Capability 

Reduce  Minima 

■ 

VASI  on  RW  31 

REn.  on  RW  31 

LLWAS 

REO.  on  RW  35L 

Provide  Visual  Glide  Path  Guidance 
Identify  Actual  RW  End 
Provide  Windsbear  Detection 
Enhance  RW  Idenbfication 
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AISEQBI 

Mndi  22. 

1993 

l-Pl«e  18 

SIAIE 

NBW/REPL 

TX 

HOU 

RVR  oa  RW  I2R 
RVR  oa  RW  I2R 
RVR  oa  RW  30L 
MALSRoaRW  30L 
ASDE 

CAT  n  ILS  on  RW  4 
ALSF-2  «■  RW  4 
RVR(T-R)  RW4 
CAT  I  ILS  RWY  a 

Rqri 

■ 

Ncnr 

• 

Rodoce  MbuBa 


Safety 

Inprovc  Aifport  IFR  Captbility 

Rcqd  lo  Support  CAT  Q 

Alkw  Dcpt.  A*  Low  u  600'  RVR 

faaprave  Aiipott  IFR  Cipacity 


TX 


lAH 


ASDB  New 

CAT  m  ILS  RW  27  Rcpl 

RVRO'-M-RO  RW  27  C^mUo  Rcfrf 
of  Readout  ■■  low  ■■  300* 


Sabtf 

fanprom  IFR  Cepibility 

Exielinc  Syilem  CtfUt  Only  600'  Miniim 


TX 


RVR  oa  RW  26 
DUEL  oa  RW  26 


tapnm  Appnach/DcpL    Capabilitiei 
Inpfova  ILS  Piucnlure 


TX 


MAP 


REIL  on  RW  16R 


New  Rnnway  bdemificatiaa  in  Absence  of 

Approoch  Li|fati 


TX 


MFE  RVR  oa  RW  13  New 

FiMgiUe  Stracdnm  oa  RW  13    RepI 
LLWSAS  New 


Redooe  Mmima 
Improw  Opentioaal 
Provide  Wimfahev 


Safety 


TX 


SAT  RVR  (T-M-R)  RW  I2R/30L        RepI 

Cv^Ue  ofReadool  low  300' 
RVR  (T-R)  oa  RW  3  New 

FiMtAle  ALS  StraciBRa  RW  3  RepI 
DMEL  oa  RW  3  New 

MLS  oa  RW  21 
MALSR  oa  RW  21 


Allow  CAT  mb  Opt 

Dual  RVR  allow  Dept.  at  600-RVR 
la^mwe  Opentioaal  Safety 
Provide  Onaler  Deffee  of  Precisioa 
Allow  UaUe  Approach  CapabUity  RW21 
Soppoit  MLS  -  Reduce  Minima 


UT 


SLC 


ASDE 

DMEL  oa  RW  34L 

RVR  oa  RW  34R  New 

CAT  m  ILS  Uppade  RW  34L    Naw/RepI 

CAT  m  ILS  Upfiade  RW  I6R    New/RepI 

CAT  I  ILS  RW  34R  New 

MALSR  oa  RW  34R 

ALSF-2  oa  RW  I6R  New 


Upgnde  to  CAT  mb 


Support  CAT  mb 
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MEK/SEEL   JUSTIFICATION 


STATE 

AIEEQBI 

ITEM  RBOUESTED 

VT 

BTV 

CAT  I  ILS  RW  33-GS  3.5 
Degnea  MALSR  RW  33 

VA 

IAD 

CAT  n  ILS  Upgnde  RWs 
19R/19L 

ALSF-2  on  RWt  19Ryi9L 
RVR(Mi<Jpouit)    RW  19R 

VA 


VA 


CHO 


ORF 


New 


New 


RVR(RoUoiil)   RW  19R 
ALSF-2  RW  OIL 

CAT  in  ILS  Upgrade  RW  OIL    ' 

RVR(Touchdowo)    RW  12  New 

(Funded) 

RVR(Midpoiiit)  RW  12 

RVR  (RoUoul)  RW  12  New 


RVR  RW  3  (Funded) 
TVOR 


New 


CAT  n  ILS  Upgnde  on  RW  S     New 
ALSF-2  RW  5/lM 
RVR(Midpoinl)   RW  S 
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Monday,  March  29,  1993. 
AIRCRAFT  OWNERS  AND  PILOTS  ASSOCIATION  (AOPA) 

WITNESS 

STEVEN  J.  BROWN,  SENIOR  VICE  PRESIDENT,  GOVERNMENT  AND  TECH- 
NICAL  AFFAIRS,  AOPA 

Mr.  Carr.  From  the  Aircraft  Owners  and  Pilots  Association,  Mr. 
Steven  Brown,  Senior  Vice  President  for  Government  and  Techni- 
cal Affairs. 

Mr.  Brown.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  Congratulations  on  your 
new  position,  and  also,  Mr.  Wolf. 

I  think,  as  you  know,  we  represent  about  60  percent  of  all  the 
active  pilots  in  the  United  States.  We  are  particularly  concerned 
about  the  President's  proposals,  particularly  as  they  relate  to 
FAA's  programs.  And,  as  you  know,  I  believe  the  Btu  tax  and  the 
registration  fee  that  has  been  proposed  for  general  aviation  aircraft 
have  given  us  great  cause  for  concern. 

To  that  end,  we  have  just  mailed  to  our  entire  membership — so  it 
is  a  large  undertaking  for  us  to  mail  first  class  to  300,000  mem- 
bers— a  National  Pilot  Alert;  and  it  is  fairly  simply  formatted.  As 
you  might  expect  from  a  group  like  ours,  it  has  an  initial  letter  of 
appeal;  then  it  also  has  the  administration's  plan  on  one  side  in 
summary  and  our  alternative  proposals  on  the  other,  many  of 
which  are  contained  in  the  statement  that  will  be  in  the  record 
today.  I  won't  go  into  this  in  any  great  detail. 

But  I  do  want  to  highlight  a  couple  of  critical  points  and  that  is 
to  focus  not  so  much  on  the  administration's  proposal  and  the  new 
taxes  and  fees  that  it  would  impose  on  our  fragile  industry  but 
rather  to  talk  about  our  alternative  program  briefly  so  that  you 
have  a  feel  in  the  appropriations  context  for  how  we  think  the  ad- 
ministration's proposal  can  be  dealt  with  more  successfully. 

The  administration's  proposal,  at  least  on  our  sector  of  the  indus- 
try, would  generate  some  $250  million  over  a  five-year  period  in 
new  revenues.  We  have  proposed,  as  a  counter  to  that,  $4  billion  in 
reductions  that  we  believe  could  be  made  in  the  $32  billion  that  is 
our  CIP,  Capital  Investment  Program,  that  the  FAA  has  under 
way. 

We  have  suggested  specific  program  reductions  which  are  out- 
lined in  our  statement.  But  it  concentrates  in  four  fundamental 
areas.  Firstly,  on  the  Microwave  Landing  System,  which,  as  you 
know,  has  been  a  controversial  procurement  program  for  many 
years.  And  just  this  last  week,  the  FAA  announced  at  an  interna- 
tional navigation  conference  in  Geneva  that  they  are  seriously  con- 
sidering reducing  that  overall  procurement  by  80  percent.  Reduc- 
ing the  MLS  procurement  by  80  percent  from  nearly  1,250  units 
down  to  300  units  would  save  the  FAA  well  over  a  billion  dollars  in 
future  expenditures  in  their  Capital  Investment  Plan. 

I  think  you  will  find  in  your  future  discussions  with  FAA  that 
this  is  a  very  likely  outcome  and  a  decision  that  they  will  commit 
to  very  soon  given  the  fact  that  satellite  navigation  is  making  the 
kind  of  advances  that  it  is  in  our  industry. 
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Secondly,  the  Long  Range  Radar  program  is  one  in  which  econo- 
mies could  be  achieved,  again  because  of  the  advances  in  satellite 
navigation  that  have  been  made  and  the  trials  that  are  ongoing  in 
proving  the  capability  of  satellite  services  and  data  link  to  provide 
position  information. 

And,  then,  thirdly,  the  Advanced  Automation  System,  which  has 
been  mentioned  here  before,  as  it  is  coupled  with  the  area  control 
facility  concept,  is  one  which  FAA  has  been  involved  in,  particular- 
ly with  Secretary  Pena  recently,  in  extensive  discussions.  And  FAA 
is  planning,  later  this  year,  as  we  understand  it,  to  announce  major 
changes  in  those  programs. 

Again,  there  could  be  some  economies  in  these  programs,  saving 
nearly  $2  billion  in  our  estimation  over  the  life  of  those  programs 
that  extend  well  into  the  year — past  the  year  2000. 

In  our  formal  statement,  there  are  seven  particular  programs 
that  we  see  as  funding  priorities  for  the  industry  in  general  and  in 
particular  for  general  aviation.  And  I  would  like  to  highlight  those 
just  briefly. 

Firstly,  in  the  area  of  satellite  navigation,  the  continuing  devel- 
opment of  GPS^not  only  foreign  route  navigation  but  also  for  ter- 
minal instrument  approach  procedures — is  critical  to  our  segment 
of  the  industry  as  well  as  to  the  airlines.  We  believe  that  FAA's 
satellite  program  has  been  funded  properly  in  the  past.  But  clearly 
that  has  to  continue  with  urgency  and  priority  in  this  coming  year 
because  that  program  will  now  be  commissioned  by  late  1994,  early 
1995,  for  widespread  civilian  application.  We  believe  an  appropria- 
tion of  nearly  $20  million  for  that  program  is  essential. 

Thirdly,  in  the  area  of  pragmatic  user  needs,  there  has  been  a 
tee  has  heard  testimony  from  FAA  in  the  past  about  the  problem 
in  general  aviation  with  regard  to  leaded  fuels  and  the  research 
that  is  needed  in  that  area  to  address  that  problem  and  to  try  and 
eliminate  lead  from  aviation  fuels.  There  is  an  ongoing  research 
program  at  the  FAA  technical  center.  And  in  the  past  year,  FAA 
testified  that  they  needed  approximately  $500  million  a  year  to 
continue  that  research.  And  we  would  like  to  encourage  you  to  con- 
tinue providing  that  funding  for  this  critical  priority. 

Secondly,  in  the  area  of  pragmatic  user  needs,  there  has  been  a 
developing  problem  in  the  last  few  months  with  the  production  of 
WAC  Charts  or  visual  navigation  charts  for  general  aviation  pilots. 
This  is  an  area  where  your  committee  does  not  have  direct  jurisdic- 
tion because  the  fundamental  charting  task  is  with  NOAA.  But  it 
is  a  program  on  which  FAA  contributes  direct  funds  and  is  one  in 
which  you  could  provide  some  help.  We  would  like  to  follow  up 
with  your  committee  in  the  future.  The  level  of  funding  shortfall 
that  appears  to  be  evident  is  about  $900,000.  But  we  believe  that 
can  be  closed  by  a  change  in  the  fees  associated  with  the  charts  as 
well  as  some  overall  governmental  accounting  difficulties  that 
might  be  able  to  be  clarified  and  straightened  out.  The  general  dif- 
ficulty is  that  the  revenue  for  the  charts  goes  into  the  general 
treasury  and  is  not  really  credited  to  the  aviation  users,  while  the 
expense  for  the  production  of  the  charts  is  taken  from  dedicated 
funds. 

The  final  one  that  I  would  like  to  highlight  is  the  airspace  reclas- 
sification project,  which  is  a  nationwide  airspace  change  that  FAA 
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has  under  way  and  is  also  related  to  the  charting  issue.  FAA  will 
be  requesting  funds  this  year  for  an  extensive  education  program 
and,  as  well  as,  a  charting  change  program  to  implement  the  air- 
space reclassification  process. 

We  would  like  to  encourage  you  to  fully  fund  that  particular  pro- 
gram because  compliance  with  the  new  airspace  and  the  regula- 
tions associated  with  it  is  largely  driven  by  the  quality  of  the 
charts  that  FAA  produces  and,  therefore,  the  pilots'  understanding 
of  what  those  airspace  classifications  are,  the  rules  that  are  associ- 
ated with  them.  And,  obviously,  compliance  with  those  new  rules  is 
in  our  interest. 

So  in  summary,  Mr.  Chairman,  those  are  the  key  programs  that 
we  would  like  to  highlight  as  key  priorities  for  general  aviation.  In 
our  formal  statement,  there  are  additional  comments  about  avia- 
tion weather  programs  and  others  that  are  priorities  to  us,  where 
we  make  specific  recommendations.  But  those  are  the  key  chal- 
lenges we  believe  we  are  facing. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Brown. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Brown  follows:] 
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Mr.  Chairman,  my  name  is  Steven  J.  Brovm.   I  am  Senior  Vice 
President  for  Government  &  Technical  Affairs  with  the  Aircraft 
Owners  and  Pilots  Association. 

AOPA  represents  the  interests  of  more  than  300,000 
individual  members  who  own  and  fly  general  aviation  aircraft  to 
fulfill  their  personal  and  business  transportation  needs.   That 
is  60%  of  the  active  pilots  in  the  United  States.   AOPA  members 
own  or  lease  62%  of  the  aircraft  in  the  general  aviation. fleet. 

Chairman  Carr  and  Congressman  Wolf,  we  congratulate  you  on 
your  new  positions  as  Chairman  and  Ranking  Member  for  the 
Subcommittee  on  Transportation.   We  appreciate  the  opportunity 
to  come  before  this  Committee  each  year  to  express  our  views 
concerning  FAA's  funding  priorities.   We  are  well  aware  of  the 
essential  role  which  you  play  in  the  effort  to  keep  FAA  focused 
and  accountable,  and  we  are  looking  forward  to  assisting  you  and 
your  colleagues  as  the  Committee  seeks  to  fulfill  its  functions. 

THE  PRESIDENT'S  PLAN  —  NEW  AVIATION  TAXES 

At  no  time  in  recent  memory  has  the  oversight  of  this 
Committee  been  more  important.   We  applaud  President  Clinton's 
goal  to  stimulate  the  economy  and  reduce  the  staggering  federal 
deficit.   But  the  President's  plan  relies  very  heavily  on  tax 
increases  to  accomplish  its  objective  —  including  specific  tax 
increases  he  proposes  to  levy  on  AOPA  members.   Consequently,  it 
is  vital  that  FAA's  budget  request  be  thoroughly  scrutinized  and 
that  the  agency  be  compelled  to  strictly  and  efficiently  manage 
the  resources  made  available  by  this  Committee.   FAA  often  wants 
to  spend  too  much  on  programs  the  industry  doesn't  want  and 
can't  afford,  and  too  little  on  those  which  are  vital  and  yield 
immediate  benefits. 

We  at  AOPA  believe  there  is  a  better  way  than  increasing 
taxes  imposed  on  the  ailing  aviation  industry.   Even  before  we 
have  seen  FAA's  official  budget  request,  we  can  predict  with 
certainty  that  there  will  be  ample  savings  to  be  found  within 
FAA's  budget.   We  hope  this  Committee  will  take  strong  action  to 
ensure  that  those  savings  are  realized. 

Like  most  Americans,  we  at  AOPA  were  encouraged  by  President 
Clinton's  promise  that  the  economy  and  the  federal  budget 
deficit  would  be  the  first  priorities  of  his  Presidency.   We 
believe  that  fostering  the  health  and  development  of  our 
nation's  air  transportation  system  should  be  a  key  ingredient  in 
the  economic  recovery. 

But  our  enthusiasm  turned  to  concern  once  we  had  an 
opportunity  to  review  the  details  of  the  President's  plan.   Two 
specific  proposals  were  especially  unwelcome  news  to  the 
economically  depressed  general  aviation  industry. 

-1- 
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First,  President  Clinton's  proposal  would  impose  a  new 
federal  aircraft  registration  fee  on  every  aircraft  in  the 
general  aviation  fleet.   The  new  registration  fee  will  be 
assessed  annually  at  $90  per  plane  beginning  in  FY94,  and  it 
will  escalate  to  an  annual  fee  of  approximately  $300  by  1998! 

No  distinction  will  be  made  between  types  and  sizes  of 
aircraft.   The  same  fee  will  apply  regardless  of  whether  an 
aircraft  is  a  simple  Piper  Cub  used  by  a  cattleman  to  check 
herds  or  a  private  Gulf stream  jet  used  to  whisk  celebrities  to 
Aspen.   Furthermore,  the  proposal  ignores  or  fails  to  recognize 
that  pilots  will  soon  be  paying  a  new  $25  aircraft  registration 
renewal  fee  every  three  years  which  Congress  mandated  under  the 
1988  drug  bill. 

The  new  registration  fee  is  a  familiar  old  proposal 
championed  by  career  OMB  employees  who  assert  that  general 
aviation  does  not  pay  its  "fair  share."   But  AOPA  members  do  pay 
their  fair  share  in  the  form  of  federal  taxes  on  non-commercial 
aviation  fuel  —  15  cents  per  gallon  on  avgas  and  17.5  cents  on 
jet  fuel.   In  addition,  most  states  also  collect  state  taxes  on 
aviation  fuel,  and  they  impose  substantial  registration  fees  and 
personal  property  taxes  on  aircraft  owners.   AOPA  members  pay 
millions  of  dollars  annually  in  state  and  local  taxes  on 
aircraft  and  aviation  fuel. 

The  second  unwelcome  proposal  under  the  President's  plan  is 
his  new  energy  tax,  which  would  result  in  a  tax  increase  of  7  to 
10  cents  per  gallon  on  aviation  fuel.   This  tax  would  be  in 
addition  to  the  15  cent  avgas  and  17.5  cent  jet  fuel  taxes  AOPA 
members  already  pay  to  the  federal  government.   Worse  yet,  the 
new  energy  tax  will  not  be  dedicated  to  the  Aviation  Trust  Fund 
to  fund  vital  aviation  improvements. 

Any  increase  in  the  federal  taxes  on  general  aviation  will 
deal  a  severe  blow  to  our  already  fragile  industry.   General 
aviation  is  reeling  from  the  impact  of  the  poor  economy. 
Furthermore,  the  recession  has  compounded  other  longstanding 
problems,  such  as  the  burden  of  product  liability  costs  on 
aircraft  manufacturers.   Yet  the  President's  plan  makes  no 
mention  of  the  need  to  address  the  product  liability  problem. 
Nor  does  his  plan  propose  to  repeal  the  ill-advised  "luxury"  tax 
on  aircraft,  which  we  strongly  oppose  and  which  has  further 
contributed  to  the  problems  of  the  manufacturers. 

Just  as  important,  we  have  little  confidence  that  an 
increase  in  aviation  taxes  will  be  applied  to  reduce  the 
staggering  federal  deficit.   We've  been  down  this  road  before. 
The  deficit  reduction  deal  passed  by  Congress  in  1990  increased 
the  federal  tax  on  "avgas"  by  3  cents,  from  12  cents  to  15  cents 
per  gallon.   The  federal  tax  on  non-commercial  jet  fuel  burned 
in  general  aviation  aircraft  was  also  increased  from  14  cents  to 
17.5  cents  per  gallon. 

-2- 
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These  increases  in  aviation  fuel  taxes  were  imposed  in  1990 
specifically  to  help  reduce  the  budget  deficit  —  at  a  time  when 
nearly  $8  billion  already  lay  in  surplus  in  the  Aviation  Trust 
Fund.   Yet  the  federal  deficit  continues  to  soar,  despite  these 
and  other  tax  increases  imposed  in  1990  (including  the  luxury 
tax)  . 

THE  AOPA  ALTERNATIVE  —  CUTS  BEFORE  TAXES 

Because  the  President  relies  too  heavily  on  tax  increases, 
AOPA  proposes  cuts  in  four  expensive  FAA  development  programs  as 
an  alternative  to  substantial  and  counterproductive  new  taxes  on 
general  aviation.   Our  "four  for  four"  alternative  calls  for  $4 
billion  in  spending  cuts  from  four  major  FAA  programs,  all  of 
which  are  troubled  or  unnecessary  initiatives.   And  each  is  a 
component  of  FAA's  $32  billion  Capital  Improvement  Program. 
These  four  programs  are  the  Microwave  Landing  System,  the  Long 
Range  Radar  replacement  program,  the  Advanced  Automation  System, 
and  the  Area  Control  Facility  program. 

Microwave  Landing  System.   Both  general  aviation  and  the 
airlines  have  balked  at  the  Microwave  Landing  System,  which  is 
the  technology  put  forth  in  the  1970s  to  improve  upon  Instrument 
Landing  System  technology  for  precision  approach  capability. 
But  new  technologies  of  today  such  as  GPS  satellite  navigation 
are  superior  and  less  costly  alternatives  for  future  precision 
approach  guidance  to  airport  runways.   As  FAA  acknowledged  last 
week  in  Geneva  at  an  international  conference  on  future  landing 
systems,  it  envisions  that  MLS  procurement  (previously  projected 
at  1,250  units)  will  be  cut  by  as  much  as  1,000  units. 

The  only  remaining  use  for  MLS  is  the  potential  for 
seldom-needed  high  precision  Category  III  "autoland"  approaches 
performed  only  by  the  major  airlines  at"  a  handful  of 
international  hub  airports  in  the  United  States.   Abandoning 
procurement  of  all  but  the  few  MLS  units  needed  for  this  limited 
application  would  save  approximately  $1.4  billion  in  federal 
spending. 

Long  Range  Radar.   Using  GPS  satellite  technology  and 
datalink,  it  will  be  possible  for  aircraft  to  "self-report" 
their  position  to  air  traffic  control  computers.   This 
capability  greatly  reduces  the  need  to  upgrade  existing  long 
range  radars.   In  fact,  such  a  self -reporting  system  —  called 
Automated  Dependent  Surveillance  —  is  already  being  tested  for 
air  traffic  control  of  trans-oceanic  airline  flights. 

The  most  prudent  course  to  improve  long  range  surveillance 
capability  is  to  augment  existing  radars  with  a  satellite-based 
aircraft  position  reporting  system  using  datalink.   By 
cancelling  the  Long  Range  Radar  replacement  program,  nearly  $500 
million  in  federal  spending  will  be  saved. 
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Advanced  Automation  System.   The  Advanced  Automation  System 
is  the  $5  billion  core  of  FAA's  $32  billion  airspace 
modernization  program,  and  it  has  also  come  to  symbolize  the 
stunning  cost  overruns  and  poor  management  which  have  plagued 
the  NAS  modernization  plan. 

We  needn't  take  the  Committee's  time  by  reciting  the  details 
of  all  that  has  gone  wrong  with  the  AAS  program.   Those  problems 
are  well  known  to  you.   We  merely  submit  that  reduced  funding 
for  AAS  should  be  a  prudent  and  productive  component  of  any 
deficit  reduction  effort.   While  we  believe  the  program  is 
necessary  and  should  be  continued,  the  system  as  designed  is 
overly  eunbitious  and  exceeds  what  is  needed  or  technically 
feasible.   The  program  should  be  scaled  back,  and  continued 
appropriations  should  be  carefully  metered  to  ensure  that  the 
history  of  management  and  technical  problems  is  resolved. 

Area  Control  Facility.   The  Area  Control  Facility  concept  is 
integrally  linked  to  the  Advanced  Automation  System.   ACF  has 
been  controversial  since  FAA  first  proposed  transferring 
operations  from  all  radar  approach  control  facilities  and 
control  towers  within  a  specified  region  to  one  remote 
consolidated  site.   In  fact,  the  Committee  is  probably  aware 
that  the  concept  is  currently  under  review  by  the  FAA.   The 
agency  has  consistently  indicated  that  ACF  is  likely  to  be 
scaled  back  in  scope  to  include  consolidation  of  far  fewer 
facilities. 

By  trimming  the  Advanced  Automation  System,  reducing  the 
scope  of  the  Area  Control  Facility  concept,  and  realizing 
further  savings  in  AAS  costs  associated  with  the  ACF  system,  we 
believe  potential  federal  savings  could  total  as  much  as  $2 
billion.   Realistically,  these  much  delayed  programs  will  not  be 
deployed  until  at  least  the  last  half  of  the  1990s. 

Again,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  $4  billion  in  savings  we  estimate 
from  cutting  or  scaling  back  these  four  programs  is  the  logical 
alternative  to  imposing  new  taxes  on  AOPA  members  and  the 
general  aviation  community.   Those  of  us  who  are  pilots  will 
abide  by  the  President's  request  for  sacrifice  in  other  areas  of 
our  daily  lives.   But  general  aviation  is  too  fragile  an 
industry  to  carry  additional  tax  burdens  at  this  time.   We  are 
struggling  to  regain  our  status  as  a  competitive  manufacturing 
and  export  industry.   We  are  barely  able  to  retain  current  jobs, 
let  alone  create  new  ones. 


FUNDING  PRIORITIES 

Next,  I  will  summarize  several  of  the  funding  issues  which 
AOPA  views  as  priorities  for  the  general  aviation  community. 
Among  these  are  the  more  targeted  funding  initiatives  important 
to  general  aviation  with  which  this  Committee  has  been  very 
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helpful.   Once  again,  we  will  be  working  closely  with  Members  of 
the  Committee  on  these  funding  priorities,  and  they  are  similar 
to  initiatives  we  have  brought  to  your  attention  during  the  past 
few  years.   They  yield  high  benefits  for  general  aviation  pilots 
and  require  the  continuation  of  only  modest  funding. 

SATELLITE  TECHNOLOGY 

AOPA  has  long  maintained  that  the  FAA  should  shift  away  from 
the  ground  based  design  inherent  in  the  NAS  Plan  and  incorporate 
emerging  satellite  technology  into  its  current  Capital 
Improvement  Plan.   Advancing  technology  has  overtaken  much  of 
the  NAS  Plan.   This  is  especially  time,  for  example,  with 
respect  to  technology  such  as  the  Microwave  Landing  System.   For 
enroute  navigation  and  precision  approach  technology,  satellites 
represent  the  way  of  the  future. 

Furthermore,  our  analysis  suggests  that  approximately  $11 
billion  can  be  saved  over  the  next  ten  years  by  redirecting 
FAA's  airspace  modernization  effort  and  moving  aggressively 
toward  implementation  of  a  system  relying  on  satellites  and 
compatible  technology  such  as  LORAN. 

Congress  has  responded  enthusiastically  to  our  message.   And 
the  FAA  now  seems  to  be  moving  in  the  right  direction,  having 
officially  acknowledged  last  year  that  "satellite  navigation 
systems  could  lead  to  the  eventual  phaseout  of  existing  National 
Airspace  System  ground  equipment  while  maintaining  or  improving 
existing  levels  of  service.   In  addition,  satellite-based 
navigation  systems  provide  the  potential  for  new  navigation  and 
landing  service." 

Of  course,  we  do  not  yet  know  officially  what  FAA  will 
request  in  FY94  for  the  Satellite  Navigation  Program.   But  the 
amount  appropriated  must  be  sufficient  to  meet  the  needs  of  the 
satellite  development  program  —  given  that  the  GPS  satellite 
system  is  scheduled  to  be  made  available  for  widespread  civil 
use  beginning  in  1994. 

Our  colleagues  from  the  Air  Transport  Association  will 
testify  here  today  that  they,  too,  believe  satellite  navigation 
programs  should  be  given  high  priority  among  FAA's  RE&D  needs. 
We  at  AOPA  recommend  that  an  appropriation  of  at  least  $18  to  25 
million  is  appropriate  to  ensure  that  aggressive  research  goes 
forward  in  this  area. 

The  substantial  savings  and  benefits  inherent  in 
transitioning  to  the  system  of  the  future  are  too  good  to  pass 
up.   An  early  transition  will  save  billions  on  some  of  the 
existing  Capital  Improvement  Plan  programs  which  will  be 
unnecessary  or  incompatible  with  the  new  system. 
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GPS  &  LORAN  INSTRUMENT  APPROACHES 

Last  year,  at  our  request,  the  Committee  included  report 
language  indicating  that  it  expected  the  FAA  to  promulgate  at 
least  125  LORAN  C  non-precision  approach  procedures.   The 
Committee  also  directed  the  FAA  to  provide  quarterly  reports  on 
the  progress  being  made  in  developing  these  procedures. 

These  instructions  were  directed  at  FAA  following  testimony 
by  the  agency  confirming  that  existing  resources  were  sufficient 
to  permit  FAA  to  promulgate  at  least  100  new  approaches  and  that 
another  25  approaches  have  already  been  developed  and  were  ready 
for  publication.   We  sought  assistance  on  this  point  from  the 
Committee  to  ensure  that  FAA  would  place  appropriate  emphasis  on 
development  of  non-precision  approaches.   Here's  why  the  issue 
is  important. 

While  these  approaches  are  currently  planned  for  use  with 
LORAN  C,  it  will  very  soon  be  possible  to  use  the  approaches 
with  the  GPS  satellite  system.   In  fact,  AOPA  participated 
heavily  last  year  in  FAA  Technical  Center  testing  of  GPS 
approach  capability,  and  the  results  were  outstanding. 

These  approaches  will  offer  substantial  benefits  because 
they  will  be  very  inexpensive  to  implement.   The  chief  advantage 
is  that  iTO  additional  equipment  will  have  to  be  installed  at  the 
airport  site.   GPS  and  LORAN  approaches  will  make  very  low  cost 
non-precision  approach  capability  available  to  thousands  of 
airports  which  could  never  afford  to  install  other  types  of 
approach  equipment. 

Development  of  GPS  and  LORAN  approaches  will  remain  one  of 
our  key  initiatives  this  year.   We  hope  the  Committee  will 
encourage  FAA  to  place  strong  emphasis  in  this  area. 

ALTERNATIVE  FUELS  RESEARCH 

AOPA  led  the  industry  effort  to  persuade  EPA  that  Congress 
did  not  intend  to  include  aircraft  within  the  scope  of  the  Clean 
Air  Act  ban  on  lead  fuel  burning  engines.   Because  of 
limitations  in  technology,  a  contrary  interpretation  of  the  Act 
would  have  had  a  devastating  impact  on  the  manufacture  of  any 
new  piston-powered  aircraft. 

Yet  a  long-term  fuel  availability  problem  will  remain  unless 
an  alternative,  unleaded  fuel  is  developed  with  a  sufficiently 
high  octane  level  to  meet  the  requirements  of  both  new  and 
existing  high  performance  aircraft  engines.   During  the  past  two 
years,  assistance  from  this  Committee  has  been  invaluable  on 
this  aspect  of  the  problem. 
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Prior  to  1988,  FAA's  Technical  Center  in  New  Jersey 
conducted  promising  research  into  alternative  fuels  for  general 
aviation  aircraft.   To  revive  the  promising  research  which  FAA 
had  previously  initiated,  the  Committee  appropriated  $650,000 
for  FY92  at  our  request.   An  additional  appropriation  of 
$450,000  was  provided  in  FY93  to  continue  the  work,  and  FAA 
estimated  in  its  testimony  before  the  Committee  last  year  that 
$500,000  would  be  required  in  FY94  and  $600,000  in  FY95  to 
complete  the  research. 

We  urge  the  Committee  to  provide  the  additional  resources 
FAA  has  estimated  will  be  necessary  to  complete  this  important 
work.   We  are  preparing  supplemental  information  which  the  staff 
will  require  to  help  the  Committee  address  our  request  during 
markup  of  the  FY94  bill. 

Research  into  alternative  unleaded  fuels  is  vital  to  the 
continued  viability  of  general  aviation.  We  appreciate  your 
continuing  support  for  this  important  initiative. 

AERONAUTICAL  CHARTING 

AOPA  has  pressed  for  special  attention  on  aeronautical 
charting  improvements  during  the  past  few  years.   We  have 
targeted  specific  charting  enhancements  which  will  improve  the 
utility  of  aeronautical  charts  and  ultimately  translate  into  a 
safer  flying  environment  for  general  aviation  pilots.   Thanks  to 
the  efforts  of  this  Committee,  funding  has  been  secured  to 
enable  FAA  to  implement  these  enhancements  and  enable  the  pilot 
community  to  realize  direct  and  immediate  safety  benefits. 

We  are  now  addressing  a  general  crisis  in  funding  which 
threatens  to  force  the  elimination  of  at  least  some  important 
aeronautical  charts  altogether.   Earlier  this  year,  NOAA 
announced  that  it  planned  to  cease  printing  World  Aeronautical 
Charts  —  known  by  pilots  as  "WAC  Charts."   While  NOAA  had  no 
substantive  reason  for  discontinuing  the  charts,  we  were  told 
that  NOAA  will  require  an  additional  $900,000  to  fund 
publication  of  WAC  Charts  for  the  remainder  of  FY93.   And 
assuming  the  funding  shortfall  could  be  resolved  for  Fy93,  it 
would  also  be  necessary  to  ensure  that  adequate  funding  is  made 
available  for  FY94. 

AOPA  was  immediately  concerned  by  the  adverse  safety  impact 
which  discontinuing  the  charts  would  have  on  general  aviation 
pilots  and  other  users  of  the  aviation  system.   And  we  have 
since  learned  that  the  funding  problem  extends  well  beyond  WAC 
Charts  alone  and  is  likely  to  grow  in  magnitude  during  the 
coming  years.   Consequently,  we  have  been  working  with  NOAA  and 
Congressional  staff  to  assist  in  NOAA's  efforts  to  resolve  the 
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funding  shortfall.   At  least  for  the  short  term,  we  have  been 
successful.   But  a  long  term  problem  remains  which  we  are 
seeking  to  address. 

While  this  Committee  has  no  direct  jurisdiction  over  funding 
for  NOAA,  the  issue  is  relevant  because  funding  for  aeronautical 
charts  is  shared  by  NOAA  and  the  FAA.   The  problem  is  grounded 
in  the  fact  that  revenues  collected  from  chart  sales  are 
deposited  in  the  general  treasury  and  sufficient  appropriations 
equalling  the  revenues  collected  are  not  necessarily  made 
available  for  chart  production  and  distribution.   We  would 
appreciate  an  opportunity  to  discuss  our  concerns  with  you,  Mr. 
Chairman,  and  with  other  Committee  members  and  staff.   We 
believe  there  may  be  a  role  for  this  Committee  to  play  in 
solving  this  serious  problem. 

AIRSPACE  RECLASSIFICATION 

As  you  may  know,  FAA  is  preparing  to  reclassify  all  of  its 
existing  airspace  categories  —  an  undertaking  in  which  AOPA  has 
participated  and  which  we  believe  is  worthwhile.   These  new 
classifications  are  scheduled  to  go  fully  into  effect  on 
September  16,  1993.   Sources  at  FAA  tell  us  that  the  agency  will 
request  ample  funds  for  the  implementation  of  the  new  airspace 
classifications,  including  funds  dedicated  to  pilot  education. 

But  we  believe  this  issue  merits  special  mention.   This  is 
an  important  program,  and  it  is  essential  that  adequate  funding 
be  provided  to  ensure  a  smooth,  safe,  and  expeditious  transition 
to  the  new  airspace  classifications.   We  will  appreciate  the 
Committee's  assistance  and  strong  support  for  FAA's  efforts  in 
this  area. 


SPECIAL  USE  AIRSPACE 

On  January  2,  1992,  FAA  began  initial  operation  of  its 
Special  Use  Airspace  Management  System  (SAMS) .   When  fully 
implemented,  SAMS  will  enable  FAA  to  monitor  the  real-time 
utilization  of  all  of  the  nation's  military  airspace.   In  the 
past,  the  aviation  industry  has  been  forced  to  rely  on  military 
records  to  determine  the  actual  real-time  use  of  existing 
military  airspace.   The  military  generally  acknowledges  only 
when  its  vast  segments  of  dedicated  special  use  airspace  are 
scheduled  for  use  —  not  when  they  are  actually  in  use. 

FAA's  new  SAMS  system  will  provide  a  much  more  accurate 
picture  of  military  airspace  usage.   AOPA  has  maintained  for 
years  that  most  special  use  airspace  is  woefully  under-utilized 
and  badly  managed.   We  will  now  have  the  means  to  accurately 
measure  the  true  level  of  usage. 
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As  with  our  comments  on  airspace  reclassification,  we  merely 
seek  to  highlight  the  importance  of  this  program  and  urge  the 
Committee  to  provide  adequate  funding  to  ensure  its 
effectiveness . 


WEATHER  PROGRAMS 

There  is  nothing  more  important  to  a  general  aviation  pilot 
than  the  timely  detection  and  dissemination  of  hazardous  weather 
information.   General  aviation  pilots  fly  "in"  the  weather.   The 
airlines  fly  "above"  the  weather,  with  the  exception  of  the 
critical  arrival  and  departure  phase.   To  AOPA  members,  weather 
information  is  not  just  helpful,  it  is  life  saving. 

As  part  of  their  respective  modernization  programs,  FAA  and 
the  National  Weather  Service  have  committed  to  substantial 
capital  investments  to  improve  weather  detection  and 
dissemination  capability.   These  initiatives  include  the 
development  and  deployment  of  such  technologies  as  new  radars 
and  wind  sensors,  and  they  are  expected  to  help  address  the 
needs  of  aviation  by  providing  vastly  improved  information 
concerning  dangerous  weather. 

Of  course,  this  Committee  has  provided  outstanding 
assistance  and  oversight  with  respect  to  FAA's  flight  service 
station  modernization  efforts  and  our  own  initiative  to 
establish  Auxiliary  Flight  Service  Stations.   FAA's  flight 
service  facilities  are  the  main  point  of  contact  for  pilots 
seeking  critical  weather  information. 

As  the  NWS  modernization  program  progresses  throughout  the 
1990s,  we  hope  the  Committee  will  continue  to  provide  both 
adequate  funding  and  oversight  of  the  FAA  component  of  weather 
modernization  efforts.   Significant  benefits  will  be  gained  from 
weather  modernization.   But  we  must  also  ensure  that  lessons  are 
learned  from  the  mistakes  FAA  has  made  in  its  airspace 
modernization  programs.   Our  objective  is  to  see  that  aviation 
weather  programs  are  efficiently  and  economically  implemented. 


To  summarize,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  believe  there  is  a  better  way 
to  achieve  deficit  reduction  than  increasing  taxes  on  the  ailing 
aviation  industry.   There  are  ample  savings  to  be  found  within 
FAA's  budget.   We  hope  this  Committee  will  take  strong  action  to 
ensure  that  those  savings  are  realized. 

We  are  encouraged  by  FAA's  seeming  recognition  of  the 
benefits  of  satellite  technology.   We  recommend  an  appropriation 


-9- 


1037 

in  the  range  of  $18  to  25  million  for  the  Satellite  Navigation 
Program  to  ensure  that  aggressive  research  goes  forward. 

GPS  and  LORAN  non-precision  approaches  will  offer 
substantial  benefits  because  they  will  be  very  inexpensive  to 
implement.   These  approaches  will  make  very  low  cost 
non-precision  approach  capability  available  to  thousands  of 
airports  which  could  never  afford  to  install  other  types  of 
approach  equipment.   Development  of  GPS  and  LORAN  approaches 
will  remain  one  of  our  key  initiatives  this  year. 

Research  into  alternative  unleaded  fuels  for  general 
aviation  aircraft  must  be  continued.   We  request  that  the 
Committee  support  an  allocation  of  $500,000  from  FAA's  research 
funds  for  this  purpose. 

Vfhile  this  Committee  has  no  direct  jurisdiction  over  funding 
for  NOAA,  the  problems  NOAA  is  experiencing  in  chart  funding  are 
relevant  because  funding  for  aeronautical  charts  is  shared  by 
NOAA  and  the  FAA.   We  believe  there  may  be  a  role  for  this 
Committee  to  play  in  solving  this  serious  problem. 

Finally,  three  areas  merit  special  support  from  the 
Committee.   We  stress  the  importance  of  adequate  funding  for 
airspace  reclassification  needs  and  FAA's  efforts  to  monitor 
special  use  airspace  nationwide.   And  we  hope  the  Committee  will 
continue  to  provide  appropriate  funding  and  oversight  of  weather 
modernization  programs. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  concludes  our  comments.   I  will  be  happy 
to  respond  to  questions  from  the  Committee. 
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Monday,  March  29,  1993. 


NATIONAL  AIR  TRAFFIC  CONTROLLERS  ASSOCIATION 

(NATCA) 

WITNESS 

JOSEPH  M.  BELLING,  EXECUTIVE  VICE  PRESIDENT,  NATIONAL  AIR  TRAF- 
FIC CONTROLLERS  ASSOCIATION 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Bellino. 

Mr.  Bellino.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  You  have  heard  me 
speak  already.  I  am  losing  my  voice. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  in  the  National  Air  Traffic  Controllers  Asso- 
ciation come  before  you  to  plead  our  case  on  items  such  as  control- 
ler staffing  levels,  lack  of  sufficient  PCS  funds,  expedited  training 
and  promotion  ability,  and  controller  compensation  issues.  I  will 
address  these  issues  separately. 

Controller  Compensation,  Pay  Demonstration  Project. 

Like  all  Federal  employees,  air  traffic  controllers  have  been 
asked  to  lead  the  country  in  sacrifice  to  help  President  Clinton 
reduce  the  deficit.  While  everyone  else  is  being  asked  to  pay  higher 
taxes.  Federal  employees  are  asked  to  pay  higher  taxes,  accept  a 
pay  freeze,  and  contribute  more  in  the  form  of  out-of-pocket  ex- 
penses for  their  medical  coverage.  Air  traffic  controllers  and  other 
Federal  employees  are  willing  to  do  their  fair  share,  but  the  admin- 
istration's request  seems  excessive. 

Now  on  top  of  that,  air  traffic  controllers  at  some  of  our  Nation's 
busiest  air  traffic  facilities  are  being  asked  to  contribute  an  extra 
20  percent.  Last  week  before  this  most  honorable  panel.  Transpor- 
tation Secretary  Pena  testified  that  the  Department  is  "making  the 
tough  choices."  If  it  wasn't  so  sad,  it  would  be  laughable.  The  tough 
choices  do  not  come  while  sitting  in  a  paneled  office  insulated  from 
your  employees  and  cutting  their  salaries.  The  tough  choices  come 
when  working  families  have  to  determine  how  to  absorb  a  20  per- 
cent cut  in  pay. 

You  will  recall,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  Pay  Demonstration  Project 
was  initiated  to  assist  those  air  traffic  facilities  that  were  histori- 
cally understaffed  by  providing  them  with  an  additional  20  percent 
in  compensation  to  attract  and  retain  highly  qualified  air  traffic 
controllers.  The  Pay  Demonstration  Project  covers  New  York 
Center,  New  York  TRACON,  Chicago  Center,  Chicago  O'Hare 
TRACON,  Chicago  O'Hare  Tower,  Bay  TRACON  in  Oakland,  Coast 
TRACON  in  Southern  California,  Los  Angeles  TRACON,  and  Los 
Angeles  Towers.  These  facilities  are  our  Nation's  busiest  and 
among  the  busiest  in  the  world.  And  I  might  add  that  as  of  ap- 
proximately six  months  ago,  for  the  first  time  since  the  strike, 
O'Hare  TRACON  controllers  were  not  required  to  work  a  mandato- 
ry 6-day  week. 

We  believe  this  is  due,  in  part,  because  of  the  Pay  Demonstration 
Project.  We  believe  that  Secretary  Pena  should  have  met  with  em- 
ployee representatives  prior  to  making  this  faulty  decision.  We  fur- 
ther believe  it  is  not  too  late  to  reexamine  it.  If  ever  there  was  a 
program  that  could  justify  its  existence,  it  would  be  the  Pay  Dem- 
onstration Project.  The  numbers  of  Full  Performance  Level  air 
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traffic  controllers  increased  at  all  facilities,  turnover  slowed  meas- 
urably, and  the  retirement  rate  slowed.  The  termination  of  the  Pay 
Demonstration  Project  would  have  a  devastating  effect  on  the 
ATC's  system,  one  that  we  may  not  be  able  to  recover  from  without 
severe  trauma.  For  example,  New  York  Center  currently  has  77 
controllers  eligible  to  retire,  and  the  New  York  TRACON  has  30 
controllers  eligible  to  retire.  Can  you  imagine  the  effect  the  loss  of 
those  proven  air  traffic  controllers  would  have  on  the  northeast 
corridor? 

Chicago  Center  could  lose  50  controllers  to  retirement.  For  over 
two  decades,  Chicago  O'Hare  has  been  nearly  impossible  to  fully 
staff  with  qualified  air  traffic  controllers.  Now  70  percent  of 
O'Hare's  staffing  comes  from  the  attraction  of  the  Pay  Demonstra- 
tion Project.  As  you  well  know,  $200  million  is  being  spent  on  a 
new  radar  facility  for  Chicago.  Before  building  this  facility,  some- 
one should  make  sure  that  they  have  air  traffic  controllers  to  staff 
it.  It  will  not  be  like  a  field  of  dreams,  "Build  it  and  they  will 
come." 

Bay  Coast  TRACONs  on  the  West  Coast  were  unable  to  attract 
qualified  applicants  prior  to  the  Pay  Demo.  Now  their  bid  list  looks 
like  an  ATC  all  star  team.  As  I  said  earlier,  this  program  has 
proven  its  worth  and  should  continue. 

NATCA  believes  that  DOT  and  FAA  have  made  a  very  short- 
sighted decision.  The  FAA  seems  to  be  willing  to  recreate  the  ex- 
plosive atmosphere  that  led  to  a  disastrous  1981  PATCO  strike. 
Since  our  inception  in  1987,  we  have  worked  very  hard  to  create  a 
climate  of  trust  between  the  FAA  and  the  union.  We  worked  to  de- 
velop successful  joint  programs  that  fostered  problem  solving  at  the 
lowest  level,  increased  communications  throughout  the  agency,  and 
advances  in  employee  involvement.  It  would  be  very  hard  to  contin- 
ue this  risk-taking  after  such  an  act  of  bad  faith  on  the  part  of  the 
employer. 

Secretary  Pena  was  not  quite  forthcoming  with  you  last  week. 
They  did  not  make  the  tough  decisions.  They  made  easy  ones.  The 
tough  decisions  would  have  been  to  look  at  FAA's  bloated  bureauc- 
racy to  address  the  issue  of  nine  separate  fiefdoms,  known  as  re- 
gional offices,  to  address  the  ratio  of  air  traffic  controllers  to 
manage  and  to  stop  chasing  after  obsolete  technology,  such  as 
Microwave  Landing  Systems. 

In  the  1994  fiscal  budget  request,  the  FAA  is  requesting  $68.8 
million  for  Microwave  Landing  Systems.  It  is  like  trying  to  invent 
tube  radios  or  televisions.  The  FAA  could  dump  MLS  and  have 
enough  money  available  to  fund  the  Pay  Demo  Project  for  nearly 
three  years. 

This  faulty  decision  on  the  part  of  Secretary  Pena  is  surprising 
when  only  last  week  he  stated  his  desire  to  reach  out  and  help  our 
troubled  airlines.  After  the  air  traffic  controllers,  who  does  he 
think  the  pay  cut  will  harm  the  most? 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  ask  that  you  step  forward  and  add  a  little 
sanity  to  the  process.  We  request  that  you  and  your  subcommittee 
appropriate  $24  million  necessary  to  keep  the  Pay  Demonstration 
Project. 

I  would  like  to  move  on  now  to  permanent  change  of  station 
funding.  One  of  the  biggest  issues  facing  air  traffic  controllers 
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today  is  general — is  the  inability  of  air  traffic  controllers  to  relo- 
cate, to  improve  their  professional  expertise,  and  to  better  serve 
the  traveling  public.  For  the  past  four  years,  FAA  has  reduced  its 
request  for  PCS  funding.  The  effect  of  this  cut  has  been  keenly  felt 
by  air  traffic  controllers  at  low-density  facilities  who  could  not 
move  forward  professionally.  This  creates  a  severe  morale  problem. 

NATCA  requests  that  you  appropriate  $60  million  to  be  used 
only  for  PCS  moves.  The  FAA  discretionary  authority  over  this 
money  should  be  removed. 

We  also  request  that  the  expedited  training  and  promotion  pro- 
gram continue.  This  is  truly  a  worthy  program.  It  allows  the  FAA 
to  promote  controllers  who  do  not  meet  the  normal  time-in-grade 
requirements  but  are  progressing  satisfactorily  through  the  train- 
ing program. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  it  is  very  important  that — because  of  the 
tone  of  my  statement,  that  I  say  to  you  that  the  American  air  traf- 
fic controllers  will  always  abide  by  the  law.  The  days  of  slowdowns, 
the  days  of  our  reacting  to  what  we  feel  is  an  abusive  system,  we 
will  not  allow  the  American  public  to  get  involved  with  our  labor 
disputes,  whatever  they  may  be.  So,  although  I  speak  in  a  firm 
tone,  I  speak  in  the  firm  tone  because  this  system,  the  Pay  Demon- 
stration Project,  PCS,  has  served  the  country  well.  The  first  time  in 
11  years  that  an  O'Hare  air  traffic  controller  is  only  required  to 
work  six  days  a  week  every  other  week. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  that — and  you  have  already  said,  of  course, 
that  my  entire  testimony  would  be  placed  in  the  record. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Bellino.  It  will  be. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Bellino  follows:] 
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Good  afternoon  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  Subcommittee. 
My  name  is  Joseph  M.  Bellino  and  I  am  the  Executive  Vice-President 
of  the  National  Air  Traffic  Controllers  Association  (NATCA) .  As  you 
know,  NATCA  represents  the  14,700  dedicated  air  traffic  controllers 
employed  by  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration  (FAA)  .  We  thank  you 
for  this  opportunity  to  share  our  views  with  you  on  the  FAA' s 
Fiscal  Year  1994  appropriations  request. 

Again  we  come  before  you  to  plead  our  case  on  items  such  as: 
controller  staffing  levels;  lack  of  sufficient  PCS  funds;  expedited 
training  &  promotion  ability;  and,  controller  compensation  issues. 
I  will  address  these  issues  separately. 

CONTROLLER  COMPENSATION/PAY  DEMONSTRATION  PROJECT 

Like  all  federal  employees,  air  traffic  controllers  have  been 
asked  to  lead  the  country  in  sacrifice  to  help  President  Clinton 
reduce  the  deficit.  While  everyone  else  is  being  asked  to  pay 
higher  taxes,  federal  employees  are  asked  to  pay  higher  taxes, 
accept  a  pay  freeze,  and  contribute  more  in  the  form  of  out-of- 
pocket  expenses  for  their  medical  coverage.  Air  traffic  controllers 
and  other  federal  employees  are  willing  to  do  their  fair  share;  but 
the  Administration's  request  seems  excessive. 

Now,  on  top  of  that,  air  traffic  controllers  at  some  of  our 
nation's  busiest  air  traffic  facilities  are  being  asked  to 
contribute  an  extra  20%.  Last  week,  before  this  most  honorable 
panel.  Transportation  Secretary  Pena  testified  that  the  Department 
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is  "making  the  tough  choices."  If  it  wasn't  so  sad,  it  would  be 
laughable.  The  tough  choices  do  not  come  while  sitting  in  a  paneled 
office,  insulated  from  your  employees  and  cutting  their  salaries. 
The  tough  choices  come  when  working  families  have  to  determine  how 
to  absorb  a  20%  cut  in  pay. 

You  will  recall,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  the  Pay  Demonstration 
Project  (PDP)  was  initiated  to  assist  those  air  traffic  facilities 
that  were  historically  understaffed  by  providing  them  with  an 
additional  20%  in  compensation  to  attract  and  retain  highly 
qualified  air  traffic  controllers.  The  PDP  covers  New  York  Center, 
New  York  TRACON,  Chicago  Center,  Chicago  O'Hare  TRACON,  Chicago 
O'Hare  Tower,  Bay  TRACON  in  Oakland,  Coast  TRACON  in  Southern 
California,  Los  Angeles  TRACON  and  Los  Angeles  Tower.  These 
facilities  are  our  nation's  busiest  and  among  the  busiest  in  the 
world. 

We  believe  that  Secretary  Pena  should  have  met  with  employee 
representatives  prior  to  making  this  faulty  decision.  We  further 
believe  that  it  is  not  too  late  to  reexamine  it.  If  ever  there  was 
a  program  that  could  justify  its  existence,  it  would  be  the  Pay 
Demonstration  Project.  The  numbers  of  Full  Performance  Level  (FPL) 
air  traffic  controllers  increased  at  all  facilities,  turnover 
slowed  measurably  and  the  retirement  rate  slowed.  The  termination 
of  the  PDP  would  have  a  devastating  effect  on  the  ATC  system  -  -  one 
that  we  may  not  be  able  to  recover  from  without  severe  trauma.  For 
exas^le,  New  York  Center  currently  has  77  controllers  eligible  to 
retire  and  the  New  York  TRACON  has  30  eligible  to  retire.  Can  you 
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imagine  the  effect  the  loss  of  those  proven  air  traffic  controllers 
would  have  on  air  traffic  in  the  northeast  corridor?  Chicago  Center 
could  lose  50  controllers  to  retirement.  For  over  two  decades, 
Chicago's  O'Hare  has  been  nearly  impossible  to  fully  staff  with 
qualified  air  traffic  controllers.  Now  70%  of  O' Hare's  staffing 
comes  from  the  attraction  of  the  PDP  and  over  20  of  them  are 
eligible  to  retire.  As  you  well  know,  $200M  is  being  spent  on  a  new 
radar  facility  for  Chicago.  Before  building  this  new  facility, 
someone  should  make  sure  that  they  have  air  traffic  controllers  to 
staff  it.  It  will  not  be  like  Field  of  Dreams  --"Build  it  and  they 
will  come."  Bay  and  Coast  TRACONs  on  the  westcoast  were  unable  to 
attract  qualified  applicants  prior  to  Pay  Demo,  now  their  bid  lists 
reads  like  an  ATC  all  star  team.  As  I  said  earlier,  this  program 
has  proven  its  worth  and  should  continue. 

NATCA  believes  that  the  Dot  and  the  FAA  have  made  a  very 
short-sighted  decision.  The  FAA  seems  to  be  willing  to  recreate  the 
explosive  atmosphere  that  led  to  the  disastrous  1981  PATCO  strike. 
Since  our  inception  in  1987,  we  have  worked  very  hard  to  create  a 
climate  of  trust  between  the  FAA  and  the  union.  We  worked  to 
develop  successful  joint  programs  that  fostered  problem  solving  at 
the  lowest  level,  increased  communications  throughout  the  Agency 
and  advances  in  employee  involvement.  It  would  be  very  hard  to 
continue  this  risk-taking  after  such  an  act  of  bad  faith  on  the 
part  of  the  employer. 

Secretary  Pena  was  not  quite  forthcoming  with  you  last  week. 
They  did  not  make  the  tough  decisions.  They  made  the  easy  ones.  The 
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tough  decisions  would  have  been  to  look  at  the  FAA's  bloated 
bureaucracy,  to  address  the  issue  of  nine  separate  fiefdoms  -- 
known  as  regional  offices,  to  address  the  ratio  of  air  traffic 
controllers  to  managers  and  to  stop  chasing  after  obsolete 
technology  such  as  Microwave  Landing  System  (MLS) .  The  FAA  could 
diimp  MLS  and  have  enough  money  available  to  fund  the  PDP  for  nearly 
three  years. 

This  faulty  decision  on  the  part  of  Secretary  Pena  is 
surprising,  when  only  last  week  he  stated  his  desire  to  reach  out 
and  help  our  troubled  airlines.  After  the  air  traffic  controllers, 
who  does  he  think  the  pay  cut  will  most  harm? 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  ask  you  to  step  forward  and  add  a  little 
sanity  to  the  process.  We  request  that  you  and  your  Subcommittee 
appropriate  the  $24M  necessary  to  keep  the  Pay  Demonstration 
Project  going. 

PERMANENT  CHANGE  OF  STATION  (PCS)  PONDING 

One  of  the  biggest  issues  facing  the  air  traffic  control 
system  today  is  the  inability  of  air  traffic  controllers  to 
relocate  to  improve  their  professional  expertise  and  to  better 
serve  the  traveling  public.  For  the  past  four  years  the  FAA  has 
reduced  its  request  for  PCS  funding.  The  effect  of  this  cut  has 
been  keenly  felt  by  controllers  at  low  density  facilities  who 
cannot  move  forward  professionally.  This  creates  a  severe  morale 
problem.  Financially  for  the  FAA,  it  makes  more  sense  to  fund  PCS 
higher,  since  the  Agency  would  notice  a  benefit  in  its  training 
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budget.  Singly  put,  these  proven  controllers,  already  in  the 
system,  are  more  apt  to  successfully  complete  the  training  at 
higher  density  facilities  than  a  raw  recruit  from  the  Academy  or 
the  College  Program.  Plus  they  will  complete  the  training  in  a 
shorter  period  of  time.  They  have  already  proven  themselves,  and 
should  not  be  artificially  held  back.  NATCA  requests  that  you 
appropriate  $60M  to  be  used  only  for  PCS  moves.  The  FAA's 
discretionary  authority  over  this  money  should  be  removed. 

EXPEDITED  TRAINING  &  PRC3M0TI0N 

This  is  truly  a  worthy  prograun.  It  allows  the  FAA  to  promote 
controllers  who  do  not  meet  the  normal  time  in  grade  requirements; 
but,  are  progressing  satisfactorily  through  the  training  program. 
The  FAA  then  is  able  to  utilize  them  as  qualified  controllers  on 
certain  positions,  adding  to  the  flexibility  of  the  facility.  We  do 
not  believe  the  System  could  operate  without  this  ability.  Should 
the  FAA  lose  this  ability,  massive  amounts  of  overtime  would  be 
required  to  operate  the  System.  We  hope  this  Subcommittee  will 
appropriate  sufficient  funds  for  this  program. 

CONTROLLER  STAFFING 

Secretary  Pena  testified  last  week  that  there  was  a  sufficient 
number  of  air  traffic  controllers  (17,871)  for  FY  '94.  You  must 
remember  that  the  Secretary  is  talking  about  "controller  workforce" 
versus  the  number  of  air  traffic  controllers  who  separate  air 
traffic,  day  in  cuid  day  out.  Using  the  FAA's  own  formula  for 
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counting  the  controller  workforce,  there  are  still  1,500  fewer  air 
traffic  controllers  than  in  1981.  That  does  not  take  into  account 
that  traffic  has  grown  28%  since  that  time.  Below  is  a  breakdown  of 
the  controller  workforce  numbers  compared  between  7/81  (last  full 
month  before  the  strike)  and  1/93. 

7/81  1/93 

FPLs  13,311  12,038* 

Developmentals       2,939  802 

1st  Line  Supervisors  2,118  2,369 

Trainees  125 

Controller  Staff       900 

Other  Controllers : 2.684** 

TOTALS  19,393  17,893 

*    Includes  456  traffic  management  coordinators.  They  do  not 
work  traffic  and  were  not  in  existence  in  1981. 
**     Staff  positions  that  the  FAA  counts  in  their  "new" 
workforce  numbers.  They  do  not  work  traffic. 

I  know  you  have  been  told  for  years  that  as  soon  as  the  new 
technology  is  available,  fewer  controllers  will  be  required.  That 
is  just  not  true.  As  you  know,  the  Advanced  Automation  System 
(AAS)  has  been  pushed  back  at  least  three  years.  In  the  meantime, 
we  still  have  to  work  the  traffic  in  the  system  with  the 
technology  available. 

Earlier  this  month  at  a  House  Aviation  Subcommittee  Hearing, 
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Chairman  James  Oberstar  noted  that  the  AAS  is  more  labor  intensive 
than  the  current  system.  So  you  see,  there  will  be  just  as  many 
controllers  needed  in  the  future  --if  not  more.  By  the  end  of  the 
first  Clinton  Administration,  air  traffic  instrument  operations 
have  been  forecasted  by  the  FAA  to  grow  by  15.6%  over  the  1991 
level.  Looking  again  at  that  saime  period,  the  FAA  forecasts  that 
all  operations  at  airports  with  control  towers  will  increase  by 
17.3%.  Therefore,  aviation  growth  will  continue  for  the  foreseeable 
future.  We  have  to  ensure  that  we  have  the  qualified  people 
available  to  handle  it  in  a  safe  and  efficient  manner.  We  hope  that 
you  will  agree  with  us  and  appropriate  sufficient  funds  to  force 
the  FAA  to  hire  the  rec[uired  number  of  air  traffic  controllers. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  concludes  my  statement.  I  will  gladly 
answer  any  questions  that  you  or  the  Subcommittee  may  have.  Thank 
you. 
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Monday,  March  29,  1993. 

PROFESSIONAL  AIRWAYS  SYSTEMS  SPECIALISTS  (PASS) 

WITNESS 

HOWARD   E.  JOHANNSSEN,  CHAIRMAN,   PROFESSIONAL  AIRWAYS  SYS- 
TEMS SPECIALISTS 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Johannssen. 

Mr.  Johannssen.  Let  me  apologize  for  my  lateness. 

Mr.  Carr.  We  sped  the  process  up.  Your  statement  will  be  print- 
ed in  the  record,  and  I  ask  that  you  summarize. 

Mr.  Johannssen.  I  will  summarize  my  statement.  In  summariz- 
ing my  statement,  you  will  hear  me  talk  a  lot  about  staffing  some- 
what about  staffing.  But  let  me  start  by,  unfortunately,  sharing 
with  you  that  one  of  our  employee's,  Richard  Barrett,  with  the  Na- 
tional Weather  Service,  but  does  work  at  the  Los  Angeles  long- 
range  center — is  not  unusual  in  the  sense  that  he  stands  a  lot  of 
watches  alone. 

On  the  19th  of  this  month,  at  about  nine  o'clock  in  the  morning, 
he  passed  away.  His  body  wasn't  discovered  until  about  1:10  in  the 
^ternoon.  So  when  I  talk  about  staffing,  not  only  is  the  fact  that 
one  person  working  alone  in  a  lot  of  critical  areas  is  important, 
there  are  a  lot  of  other  things  we  must  consider  when  we  consider 
this  thought;  and  it  is  an  unfortunate  thing. 

The  letter  comes  in  from  the  center  and  they  close  with,  "Re- 
duced staffing  has  produced  a  very  serious  safety  problem.  Techni- 
cians are  required  to  work  on  equipment  and  in  areas  that,  should 
an3^hing  happen,  might  go  unnoticed  for  an  entire  8  to  10-hour 
watch  scheduled." 

Since  1977,  PASS  has  served  as  the  exclusive  representative  for 
the  Technical  and  Aviation  Systems  Specialists  employed  by  the 
FAA.  Presently,  PASS  proudly  represents  more  than  10,000  FAA 
employees,  including  the  Airway  Facilities,  Flight  Standards  Avia- 
tion Safety  Inspectors,  and  the  Office  of  Aviation  Systems  Stand- 
ards. 

On  a  daily  basis,  these  highly  skilled  and  dedicated  men  and 
women  perform  critical  safety-related  tasks  which  protect  the 
flying  public.  Today  I  appear  before  you  to  address  the  serious 
problems  which  this  group  encounters  as  a  result  of  a  lack — contin- 
ued lack  of  funding  for  the  FAA  operations.  Although  I  realize  that 
things  are  tough  economically,  I,  nevertheless,  believe  that  it  is  im- 
perative for  this  subcommittee  to  appropriate  the  funds  necessary 
to  alleviate  these  problems. 

Secretary  Pena  appeared  before  this  subcommittee  last  week  to 
outline  his  fiscal  1994  budget  request.  He  stated  that,  and  I  quote, 
"reflects  tough  choices  and  a  significant  belt  tightening,"  unquote 
and  that  he  proposes  the  termination  of  the  Pay  Demonstration 
Project  as  a  cost  cutting  measure. 

PASS  strongly  urges  you  to  reject  this  proposal.  Elimination  of 
the  PDP  would  not  only  result  in  a  20  percent  pay  cut  for  our  work 
force  but  would  also  negatively  impact  air  travel  and  safety.  The 
PDP  was  established  to  enhance  the  FAA's  ability  to  recruit  and 
retain  experienced,  qualified  employees  at  hard-to-staff  facilities. 
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Currently,  at  the  Aurora  Airways  Facility  Sector,  there  are  24 
employees  eligible  to  retire  during  fiscal  year  1993.  TTiis  is  approxi- 
mately 40  percent  of  the  operational  positions  used  to  keep  one  of 
the  busiest  air  traffic  control  facilities  operating.  If  we  lose  the  Pay 
Demo  Project,  we  may  very  well  lose  these  experienced  employees. 
This  will  result  in  more  and  longer  equipment  outages,  as  well  as 
more  delays  for  aircraft  and  air  travel,  ultimately  costing  the  air- 
lines millions  of  dollars. 

I  would  like  to  briefly  outline  other  problems  which  our  work 
force  faces  and  our  recommendations  for  alleviating  those  prob- 
lems. 

On  the  airways  facilities  problems,  staffing  and  hiring,  an  in- 
creased maintenance  work  load  has  resulted  in  eight  of  the  nine 
regions  being  dangerously  understaffed.  Currently  there  are  6,000 
trained,  partially  trained,  or  untrained  systems  specialists  main- 
taining 29,000  FAA  facilities  and  systems  throughout  our  Nation. 

A  full  50  percent  of  the  best  qualified  and  experienced  AF  em- 
ployees are  eligible  to  retire  in  the  next  five  years.  We  urge  this 
subcommittee  to  appropriate  the  necessary  funds  so  that  FAA  may 
be  authorized  immediately  to  hire  additional  AF  systems  special- 
ists. Staffing  must  increase  from  the  current  level  under  6,000  to  a 
minimum  of  9,200. 

Increased  work  load  and  equipment  problems:  A  growth  in  the 
number  of  facilities  due  to  non-Federal  facility  takeovers,  military 
b£ise  closures,  and  the  unanticipated  delays  in  replacing  aging 
equipment  have  also  contributed  to  an  increase  in  AF  work  load. 

Training  problems:  As  the  AF  work  load  increases  and  staffing 
levels  decrease,  it  is  becoming  more  difficult  to  release  the  existing 
work  force  for  the  training  on  new  systems. 

Contracting  out:  The  FAA  fiscal  1994  budget  request  for  contract 
maintenance  is  51  million — $51.7  million,  which  is  an  increase  of 
$29.6  million  from  fiscal  year  1993.  How  can  the  FAA  budget  justi- 
fy such  an  outrageous  expenditure?  According  to  the  GAO,  an  in- 
house  staff  could  save  the  agency  about  $45,000  per  staff  year  com- 
pared to  using  a  contractor. 

Flight  standards  aviation  safety  inspectors  encounter  problems 
with  qualifications  and  currency.  FAA  orders  stipulate  that  all  in- 
spectors must  be  provided  with  currency  flight  time,  continued 
training,  and  advanced  training  in  new  aircraft  systems  and  meth- 
ods of  maintenance.  But  the  agency  rarely  complies  with  their  own 
mandates.  As  a  result,  operations  and  air  worthiness  inspectors  are 
seldom  provided  with  the  funds  needed  to  comply. 

PASS  strongly  recommends  that  funds  be  allocated  for  the  cur- 
rency requirements  and  for  training  of  all  personnel  on  the  Flight 
Standard  Service. 

Ineffective  utilization  of  inspector  work  force:  Although  Congress 
has  mandated  that  inspectors  spend  at  least  35  percent  of  their 
time  performing  inspections,  the  GAO  reported  last  year  that  they 
were  not  meeting  this  goal. 

PASS  recommends  that  funds  be  allocated  to  hire  240  Aviation 
Safety  Technicians  and  300  clerical  employees  so  that  the  inspec- 
tors can  do  the  job  that  they  were  hired  to  do. 

Three,  computer  problems:  On  a  daily  basis,  SEifety  inspectors 
face  a  multitude  of  computer,  equipment,  and  software  related 
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problems.  Additionally,  the  amount  of  information  being  placed  in 
FAA's  computer  systems  is  so  great  that  it  is  difficult,  if  not  impos- 
sible, to  retrieve.  FAA  needs  to  fund — funds  to  reduce  computer 
hardware  and  software  systems. 

PASS  strongly  urges  Congress  to  approve  the  inclusion  of  safety 
inspectors  in  the  Air  Traffic  Revitalization  Act  of  1981  which  en- 
compasses all  other  safety-related  personnel  working  for  FAA. 

President  Clinton  has  called  for  a  time  for  change  in  America. 
Unless  this  subcommittee  recognizes  and  addresses  the  problems 
that  we  have  presented  in  this  testimony,  you  will  miss  a  crucial 
opportunity  to  make  a  change  and  to  achieve  the  goals  laid  out  by 
the  new  administration. 

Finally,  PASS  would  like  to  voice  our  concern  with  the  proposed 
budget  resolution  for  1994  which  calls  for  severe  civil  service  cuts. 
We  believe  that  the  FAA  must  attract  and  retain  qualified  and 
dedicated  people.  Therefore,  we  strongly  urge  Congress  to  reject 
any  budget  plans  that  would  freeze  the  pay  of  Federal  workers, 
delay  the  start  of  locality  pay  raises,  or  terminate  the  Pay  Demon- 
stration Program.  Thank  you. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mr,  Johannssen  follows:] 
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Chairman  Carr  and  Neabars  of  tha  Suboommlttaa: 

Good  Afternoon.  My  name  is  Howard  Johannssen,  and  I  am  the 
National  Chairman  of  the  Professional  Airways  Systems  Specialists 
(PASS)  -  District  No.  1  -  MEBA/NMU  (AFL-CIO) .  Thank  you  for 
allowing  me  the  opportunity  to  testify  before  you  concerning  the 
Federal  Aviation  Administration's  (FAA)  budget  request  for  fiscal 
year  1994. 

Since  1977,  PASS  has  served  as  the  exclusive  representative 
for  Technical  and  Aviation  Systems  Specialists  employed  by  the  FAA. 
Presently,  PASS  proudly  represents  more  than  10,000  FAA  employees, 
including  the  Airway  Facilities  (AT)  employees  who  install,  repair, 
maintain  and  certify  the  entire  realm  of  electronic,  electro- 
mechanical and  environmental  systems  used  in  air  traffic  control 
and  national  defense;  the  Flight  Standards  Aviation  Safety 
Inspectors  (F8)  who  oversee  and  inspect  every  aspect  of  the 
commercial  and  general  aviation  industry;  and  the  Office  of 
Aviation  Systems  standards  (AVN)  employees  who  are  Flight 
Inspection  Pilots,  Flight  Procedures  Specialists  and  Electronics 
Systems  Specialists. 

As  you  can  see,  our  work  force  is  a  crucial  component  of  the 
FAA.  On  a  daily  basis,  these  highly  skilled  and  dedicated  men  and 
women  perform  critical  safety-related  tasks  which  protect  the 
flying  public.  Today,  I  appear  before  you  to  address  the  serious 
problems  which  this  group  encounters  as  a  result  of  a  continued 
lack  of  funding  for  FAA  operations.  Although  I  realize  that  "times 
are  tough"  economically  and  that  Congress  will  have  to  make  some 
hard  choices  on  where  to  cut  spending,  I  nevertheless  believe  that 
it  is  imperative  for  this  Subcommittee  to  appropriate  the  funds 
necessary  to  alleviate  these  problems.  The  FAA  and  Congress  cannot 
continue  to  ignore  the  grave  inadequacies  which  plague  our  National 
Airspace  System  (NAS)  and  which  jeopardize  the  integrity  of  the 
aviation  industry  and  the  safety  of  our  skies. 

AIRWAY  FACILITIES  (AT) 

In  December  1981,  the  FAA  embarked  on  an  ambitious, 
comprehensive  plan,  the  National  Airspace  Systems  Plan  for 
Facilities,  Equipment  and  Associated  Development  (NAS  Plan) ,  for 
modernizing  and  improving  air  traffic  control  and  airway  facilities 
services.  By  design,  the  NAS  Plan  is  "to  provide  for  the  safe  and 
efficient  use  of  the  nation's  airspace,  while  minimizing 
constraints  on  its  use."  However,  as  the  FAA  struggles  to  make  the 
NAS  Plan  operational  by  the  year  2000,  the  Agency  has  begun  to 
realize  that  "implementation  of  the  NAS  Plan  has  had  and  will 
continue  to  have  a  significant  impact  on  the  maintenance  operations 
of  the  AF  sector." 

Without  a  doubt,  our  AF  work  force  has  indeed  felt  this 
impact,  and  unfortunately,  decreased  FAA  funding  has  only 
intensified  the  repercussions.  I  will  now  focus  on  specific  areas 
of  concern  and  on  how  the  inadequacies  in  these  areas  severely 
affect  AF  employees. 
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BiXWTlVa   AND  HIRIHO  PROBLEMS 

Within  the  AF  work  force,  significant  staffing  shortfalls 
exist  which  not  only  increase  maintenance  workload  but  which  also 
result  in  eight  of  the  nine  FAA  regions  being  dangerously 
understaffed.  In  the  early  1980s,  our  AF  profession  relied  on  more 
than  11,600  Systems  Specialists  to  maintain  19,000  FAA  facilities 
and  systems  throughout  our  nation.  Today,  while  the  number  of 
facilities  and  complex  electronic  systems  has  increased  to  almost 
29,000  and  while  Systems  Specialists  continue  to  be  solely 
responsible  for  the  upkeep  and  the  safety  of  these  systems,  our 
professional  ranks  have  been  reduced  to  under  6,000  trained, 
partially  trained  or  untrained  Specialists. 

Clearly,  there  is  an  urgent  need  for  growth  within  our  field 
maintenance  work  force.  In  fact,  after  analyzing  staffing  levels 
within  the  FAA,  the  General  Accounting  Office  (GAO)  has  recommended 
that  by  FY  1995,  "a  field  maintenance  work  force  of  about  11,900^ 
will  be  needed  —  an  increase  of  3,000  over  the  present  number." 

Under  current  FAA  procedures,  many  of  the  major  and  most 
critical  facilities  are  only  staffed  at  a  level  of  approximately 
80%.  More  disturbing  is  the  fact  that  many  facilities  are  only 
able  to  maintain  70%  staffing  levels;  others  even  fall  below  this 
mark.  The  effects  of  understaff ing  are  numerous  and  are 
tremendously  hindering  our  AF  work  force.   For  example: 

•  Although  the  workload  at  the  Los  Angeles  Air  Route  Traffic 
Control  Center  (ARTCC)  has  better  than  doubled  over  the  past 
several  years  and  continues  to  grow  at  an  alarming  rate,  staffing 
there  has  reached  the  lowest  point  in  history.  Vacancies  at  the 
GS-12  level,  journeyman  level,  remain  unfilled  while  staff, 
supervisor  and  management  positions  are  filled  without  hesitation. 
Each  time  a  position  is  filled,  at  the  higher  levels  of  management, 
it  means  the  loss  of  another  Systems  Specialist  and  watchstander. 

The  situation  is  so  critical  in  LA  that,  at  present,  most  units 
cannot  maintain  24  hour  per  day  watch  coverage  and  consequently 
must  leave  watches  uncovered  during  mid-shift  and  evening  watches. 

•  In  the  Oakland  ARTCC,  there  is  a  shortage  of  seventeen  trained 
and  certified  Systems  Specialists.  Because  of  understaff ing  and  a 
lack  of  overtime  money  for  shift  coverage,  shifts  are  regularly 
left  uncovered  because  of  sick  leave,  deaths  or  other  emergencies. 


^  This  figure  represents  Systems  Specialists,  as  well  as 
managers  and  support  staff.  According  to  the  FAA's  own  data,  the 
current  number  of  "hands  on"  certified  or  training  to  become 
certified  Systems  Specialists  is  less  than  6,000.  PASS  recommends 
that  the  number  of  full  performance  Specialists  be  increased  by 
3,000  by  FY  1995. 
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•  At  the  Rome,  NY,  ARTCC  a  reduced  four  man  schedule  does  not 
allow  for  evening  coverage  on  weekends.  Additionally,  during  the 
summer,  vacation  schedules  require  that  some  of  the  scheduled 
watches  are  left  completely  open.  After  three  recent  outages  at 
this  facility,  which  would  have  been  prevented  had  a  Systems 
Specialist  been  on-site.  Air  Traffic  Controllers  were  provided  with 
additional  training  on  restoring  electronic  systems  to  compensate 
for  AF  understaffing. 

•  In  Alaska,  fully  certified  Systems  Specialists  and  mechanics 
are  taking  a  beating  due  to  heavy  workloads  and  understaffing. 
Employee  morale  has  been  greatly  affected  since  a  disproportionate 
amount  of  the  work  must  be  borne  by  a  small  amount  of  the  available 
work  force.   Burnout  levels  in  this  region  are  excessively  high. 

•  In  the  Empire,  NY,  AFS,  a  lack  of  Systems  Specialists  has 
resulted  in  reduced  shift  coverage.  Only  if  storms  are  anticipated 
or  if  other  serious  circumstances  arise  are  overtime  funds  used  to 
cover  open  watches. 

To  complicate  matters  further,  a  full  50%  of  the  best 
qualified  and  experienced  AF  employees  are  eligible  to  retire 
within  the  next  five  years.  Currently,  the  average  AF  employee  has 
an  experience  level  of  19.3  years;  the  median  age  of  our  PASS  AF 
work  force  is  49.  Given  the  fact  that  three  to  five  years  of 
training  are  required  before  new  hires  are  fully  certified  to 
maintain  and  to  repair  the  equipment  used  in  our  nation's  air 
traffic  control  system,  there  is  an  immediate  need  to  begin  hiring 
new  Systems  Specialists  and  to  get  them  into  the  training  pipeline 
so  that  they  will  be  ready  to  replace  their  experienced  retiring 
colleagues.  This  is  the  only  realistic  way  that  the  FAA  can  even 
hope  to  remain  current  and  to  meet  the  escalating  demands  of  the 
future . 

As  these  examples  illustrate,  AF  Systems  Specialists  are 
certainly  being  called  upon  to  do  more  with  less,  and  reduced 
staffing  may  present  very  serious  safety  problems.  Clearly, 
staffing  and  hiring  problems  will  not  be  solved  if  the  FAA  hires 
only  a  few  Systems  Specialists  each  month.  Retirements,  deaths, 
and  attrition  will  negate  the  effects  of  any  sporadic  hiring. 
Therefore,  I  urge  Congress  and  the  FAA  to  intervene  and  to  allocate 
funds  for  immediate  hiring  and  for  full  staffing  of  our  existing 
airway  facilities. 

INCREASED  WORKLOAD  AND  EQUIPMENT  PROBLEMS 

Unfortunately,  staffing  and  hiring  shortfalls  are  not  the  only 
problems  impeding  our  work  force.  A  growth  in  the  number  of 
facilities  —  due  to  non-Federal  facility  takeovers  and  military 
base  closures  —  and  unanticipated  delays  in  replacing  aging 
equipment  have  also  contributed  to  an  increased  AF  workload.  As  I 
mentioned  earlier,  implementation  of  the  NAS  plan  has  certainly 
resulted  in  greater  responsibilities  for  AF  Systems  Specialists. 


68-922  O— 93 34 


1056 

On  March  10th  of  this  year,  I  appeared  before  the  House 
Committee  on  Public  Works  and  Transportation  to  testify  on  the 
problems  in  the  FAA's  Advanced  Automation  System  Project  (AAS) 
which  is  a  component  of  the  NAS  Plan.  The  AAS  will  enhance  and 
eventually  replace  existing  automation  equipment.  Not  only  must 
our  members  train  for  new  technology,  but  they  must  also  maintain 
the  current  systems  and  equipment  to  the  highest  degrees  of 
relieibility. 

As  technical  problems  in  the  automation  systems  in  use  at 
ARTCCs  continue  to  increase,  maintenance  of  the  NAS  becomes 
exceedingly  difficult.  Replacement  parts  for  aging  equipment  are 
hard  to  acquire  or  are  no  longer  available.  Scheduled  outages 
which  require  corrective  actions  on  these  systems  are  rising,  as 
are  unscheduled  outages.  According  to  a  Systems  Specialist  in  the 
field,  "this  system  is  held  together  with  twine  and  bailing  wire." 

While  the  modernization  of  the  NAS  Plan  is  intended  to 
alleviate  field  maintenance  workload  by  retiring  older  facilities 
and  equipment,  decommissionings  are  not  occurring  as  planned,  and 
consequently,  a  number  of  regions  must  now  concurrently  maintain 
dual  systems.  Today,  there  are  in  excess  of  123  old  enroute  radar 
systems  throughout  the  U.S.,  all  of  which  suffer  problems  in 
varying  degrees. 

Although  the  non-joint  (shared  with  military)  use  radars  have 
been  up-graded  with  new  state  of  the  art  receivers,  staffing 
problems  and  delays  in  retiring  older  equipment  and  facilities  have 
produced  an  increased  workload  and  have  necessitated  continuous 
upkeep  which  is  far  greater  than  the  available  staff  can  support. 

It  is  imperative  to  remember  that  the  FAA  cannot  continue  to 
understaff  and  to  eliminate  technical  positions  based  on  efficiency 
projections  of  equipment  not  yet  in  place.  Full  implementation  of 
the  AAS  will  be  —  at  the  bare  minimum  —  three  years  behind 
schedule.  Other  systems  have  been  similarly  delayed.  The  void  in 
necessary  talent  must  be  filled  now.  Likewise,  equipment 
requirements  must  be  re-evaluated  once  new  systems  are  installed 
and,  more  importantly,  operational. 

TRAINING  OBSTACLES 

Given  modem  technology,  coupled  with  the  on-going 
reorganization  of  the  AAS,  new  equipment  seems  to  be  arriving  at  AF 
facilities  on  a  daily  basis.  In  order  to  operate  and  to  repair 
this  equipment.  Systems  Specialists  require  extensive  training. 
Like  staffing  levels,  however,  training  has  also  fallen  victim  to 
budgetary  cutbacks. 

Through  many  previous  fiscal  years,  the  AF  had  very  well- 
seasoned  and  cross-trained  journeymen,  with  above  average 
experience.  Because  of  diminished  funds  and  decreased  staffing  and 
hiring  levels,  effective  training  for  Systems  Specialists  is 
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becoming  a  thing  of  the  past,  and  equipment  caused  delays  in  the 
NAS  have  increased  dramatically.  By  FY  1992,  for  example,  the  mean 
time  to  restore  equipment  had  reached  a  high  of  14.23  hours. 

In  the  1980s,  the  FAA  established  a  maintenance  concept  which 
stipulates  that: 

"Each  airways  sector  will  have  a  central  processor  that 
monitors  most  of  the  FAA  remote  equipment  in  the  sector.  The 
sectors  will  become  self-contained  units  to  provide  repair  of 
some  modules  and  failed  parts;  will  accomplish  on-site 
training  for  large  portions  of  basic  system  principles;  and 
will  deploy  technicians  to  remote  facilities,  as  required  for 
maintenance. " 

Although  these  guidelines  have  been  established,  they  have  not  been 
met. 

As  the  AF  workload  increases  and  staffing  levels  decrease,  it 
is  becoming  even  more  difficult  to  release  the  existing  work  force 
for  training  on  new  systems.  In  many  regions,  for  instance, 
trained  Systems  Specialists  must  travel  in  excess  of  100  miles  to 
perform  maintenance  at  facilities  where  new  equipment  has  arrived 
but  the  on-site  personnel  has  not  received  appropriate  training. 
Conversely,  there  are  facilities  where  Specialists  have  been 
trained  on  equipment  as  many  as  five  years  ago;  yet,  they  are 
unable  to  incorporate  or  to  utilize  this  training  in  their  everyday 
work  because  the  new  equipment  is  still  not  in  place. 

Because  the  FAA  has  few  other  options,  AF  Specialists  who  are 
near  retirement  age  continue  to  be  sent  through  costly  training 
programs  on  new  systems  and  equipment  intended  to  modernize  the 
National  Airspace  System.  Surely,  it  is  less  than  cost  efficient 
for  older  employees  to  complete  expensive  government  training  and 
then  to  return  to  work  only  for  a  short  time  before  they  retire. 
This  practice  amounts  to  a  complete  misuse  of  resources. 

Unless  the  technical  training  program  is  fully  supported  and 
funded,  the  NAS  could  very  easily  reach  a  point  where  there  are  not 
enough  trained  Specialists  to  fix  or  to  certify  new  and  existing 
equipment.  The  end  result  would  be  to  discontinue  use  on  this 
equipment  to  ensure  that  unsafe  equipment  is  not  used.  Systems 
Specialists  recognize  that  it  is  better  to  have  airplanes  waiting 
than  to  operate  unsafe  equipment  or  equipment  whose  safety  is 
unknown . 

Certainly,  the  staffing  and  training  shortfalls  which  have 
resulted  from  insufficient  budgetary  allocations  have  unavoidably 
led  to  more  and  longer  equipment  outages,  as  well  as  more  delays 
for  aircraft  and  air  travel.  Not  only  do  these  continued  delays 
impede  the  morale  of  the  Systems  Specialist  work  force,  but  they 
also  deteriorate  public  confidence  in  air  safety,  therefore 
reducing  the  overall  amount  of  air  travel. 
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OUTSIDE  CONTRACTORS 


As  an  alternative  to  the  nyriad  of  staffing  and  training 
problems  now  hindering  the  AF  work  force,  the  FAA  has  resorted  to 
contracting  out.  PASS  firmly  argues  that  contracting  out  is  not  a 
viable  solution.  For  the  most  part,  private  sector  contractors  are 
unwilling  to  respond  to  the  two  hour  restoration  times  which  are 
the  maximum  allowable  for  our  critical  systems.  In  addition,  some 
of  the  existing  equipment  is  so  old  and  outdated  —  the  AN/FPS-67B 
Electron  Tube  Radar,  for  instemce  —  that  contractors  are  unable  to 
repair  the  equipment  because  they  do  not  have  the  proper  training 
or  experience  that  our  experienced  Systems  Specialists  have. 

Along  with  the  problems  of  restoration  time  and  lack  of 
experience,  there  is  also  em  enormous  price  tag  associated  with 
contracting  out.  The  FAA's  FY  1994  budget  request  for  contract 
maintenance  is  $51.7  Billion  which  is  an  increase  of  $29.6  million 
over  FY  1993. 

As  you  may  remember,  the  GAO  testified  last  year  before  this 
Subcommittee  on  the  high  costs  of  outside  contracting,  particularly 
with  regard  to  FAA  modernization.  In  its  conclusions,  the  GAO 
praised  the  "excellent  efforts"  of  Systems  Specialists  in 
maintaining  "the  overall  system  availaJDility  at  about  99.8  percent" 
despite  many  setbacks.  Also,  the  GAO  questioned  why  the  FAA 
"did  not  consider  using  in-house  staff,  which  the  Agency  estimates 
would  save  edsout  $45,000  per  staff  year  compared  to  using 
contractor  staff." 

How  can  the  FAA  budget  justify  such  an  outrageous  expenditure 
when,  to  be  blunt,  no  one  works  as  efficiently,  as  cheaply,  and  as 
quickly  as  the  Systems  Specialists  who  work  for  the  FAA?  While 
Systems  Specialists  have  chosen  this  business  as  a  career, 
contractors  have  chosen  it  for  profit.  In  a  year  where  the  focus 
has  been  on  "trimming  government  waste,"  this  is  clearly  an  area 
where  the  Administration  and  Congress  can  and  should  intervene. 

Obviously,  contracting  out  presents  many  logistical  and 
financial  drawbacks.  The  presence  of  outside  contractors  also 
poses  a  serious  morale  problem  for  the  AF  Systems  Specialists. 
Just  as  strikers  feel  jeopardized  by  replacement  workers,  our 
Systems  Specialists  feel  threatened  by  outside  contractors. 
Because  our  AF  work  force  is  essential  to  the  flying  public,  the 
FAA  must  maintain  harmony  and  foster  morale  to  ensure  quality  and 
safety.  Contracting  out  only  hinders  efficiency  and  growth,  thus 
stifling  progress  within  the  Agency. 

RBCOMMBMDATIOHS 

1)  We  urge  you  to  appropriate  the  necessary  funds  so  that  the 
FAA  may  be  authorized  immediately  to  hire  additional  AF  Systems 
Specialists,  as  well  as  the  necessary  support  staff  to  assist  them 
with  their  duties.   Staffing  must  increase  from  the  current  level 
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(under  6,000)  to  a  minimum  of  9,200  by  FY  1995. 

2)  We  hope  you  agree  that  outside  contractors  are  not  the 
answer  to  existing  problems.  Efforts  to  contract  out  FAA  positions 
must  be  carefully  scrutinized.  Again,  we  urge  you  to  address  our 
staffing  problems  and  to  reject  contracting  out. 

3)  Because  of  the  technical  nature  of  these  positions,  it 
will  no  doubt  take  many  months  to  recruit  adequately  qualified 
personnel.  We  would  hope  that  this  Subcommittee  would  require  the 
FAA  to  provide  staffing  progress  reports  and  would  be  prepared  to 
fund  additional  numbers  as  needed.  We  believe  that  once  an 
adequate  staffing  level  is  reached,  we  will  have  a  work  force 
capable  of  absorbing  attrition  and  of  performing  the  necessary 
technical  and  safety  functions. 

4)  A  bonus  or  incentive  program  needs  to  be  implemented  to 
encourage  the  highly  skilled  professionals  within  our  work  force  to 
stop  their  exodus  into  retirement  and  the  private  sector.  We  would 
advise  that  this  bonus  be  very  limited  so  as  to  exclude  personnel 
in  non-critical  areas,  such  as  regional  office,  headquarters  staff 
and  second  level  or  above  supervisory  positions.  You  should  note 
that  this  type  of  incentive  has  proven  quite  effective  in  other 
government  agencies  and  within  the  military. 

We  recommend  that  efforts  to  activate  the  Pay  Comparability 
Act  of  1990  be  quickly  initiated  as  an  incentive  to  retain  the 
workers  eligible  for  retirement.  Under  the  terms  of  this 
legislation,  the  FAA  would  be  permitted  to  pay  allowances  of  up  to 
25%  of  employees'  base  pay  in  order  to  retain  the  employee.  If  we 
think  that  the  problem  is  bad  now,  I  hesitate  to  imagine  the 
situation  in  1997  if  50%  of  our  Systems  Specialists  retire,  for 
once  the  current  experts  retire,  they  cannot  be  replaced. 

5)  Based  on  the  recent  Department  of  Defense  cutbacks  and 
reductions  in  personnel,  PASS  encourages  the  FAA  to  solicit  and  to 
recruit  military  personnel  trained  in  electronic  and  environmental 
systems  for  careers  within  the  Agency.  Furthermore,  we  recommend 
that  the  Agency  allot  funds  to  establish  a  task  force  to 
investigate  the  possibilities  and  the  benefits  of  such  recruitment. 
PASS  would  be  happy  to  advise  the  Agency  and  to  serve  on  such  a 
task  force. 

Obviously,  PASS  strongly  recommends  that  this  Subcommittee 
consider  the  severity  of  the  staffing  shortfall  within  the  Airway 
Facilities  technical  work  force.  Furthermore,  we  urge  you  to 
follow  our  suggestions  and  to  mandate  funding  for  AF  staffing. 
While  we  realize  the  financial  constraints  which  currently  dictate 
government  action,  we  believe  that  you  must  realize  the  possible 
economic  and  safety  constraints  placed  upon  the  future  of  aviation 
by  staffing  shortages. 
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PLIGHT  STMIPARD8  AVIATIOM  SAFETY  INSPECTORS  (FS) 

The  Aviation  Safety  Inspectors  of  the  Flight  Standards  Service 
represent  the  backbone  of  the  FAA's  aviation  inspection  program. 
According  to  the  February  1993  FAA  Administrator's  Fact  Book,  the 
FAA  employs  approximately  2,400  Inspectors  to  oversee  6>054  air 
carrier  and  air  taxis  aircraft,  4,439  repair  stations,  547  pilot 
training  schools,  177  maintenance  schools,  641,477  active  pilots 
and  198,500  general  aviation  aircraft.  Please  note  that  these 
Inspectors  are  the  only  FAA  employees  with  "Safety"  as  their  middle 
name. 

Primarily,  Aviation  Safety  Inspectors  are  responsible  for:  1) 
the  routine  surveillemce  of  airlines  and  aviation-related 
activities  which  involves  continuous,  periodic  inspections;  2)  the 
certification  of  an  airlines 's  operations  and  maintenance 
procedures;  3)  the  certification  of  air  personnel;  4)  accident  and 
incident  investigation;  and  5)  the  overall  promotion  of  safety. 

QUALIFICATIONS  AND  CURRENCY 

Without  a  doubt,  our  Aviation  Safety  Inspector  work  force  is 
a  professional  and  dedicated  group.  The  FAA  has  established 
standards  which,  at  the  minimum,  require  one  to  possess  certain 
credentials  and  to  have  attained  specific  skills  in  order  to 
qualify  for  employment  as  an  Inspector.  In  addition,  the  majority 
of  Inspectors  have  at  one  time  been  employed  as  either  Maintenance 
Supervisors,  Chief  Pilots,  or  Directors  of  Operations  or 
Maintenance.  Unquestionably,  Inspectors  are  among  the  most 
qualified  air  personnel  in  the  world. 

Unfortunately,  because  of  a  perceived  conflict  of  interest, 
the  Inspector  work  force  is  prohibited  from  engaging  in  outside 
employment  in  their  areas  of  expertise  once  they  are  hired  by  the 
FAA.  As  a  result.  Operations  Inspectors  cannot  fly  for  commercial 
operators,  and  Air  Worthiness  Inspectors  cannot  participate  in  the 
maintenance  of  civil  aircraft.  We  find  this  quite  ironic  given 
that  the  FAA  demands  that  the  Inspector  work  force  remain  current, 
qualified,  and  able  to  meet  basic  airmen  standards,  yet,  at  the 
same  time,  the  Agency  effectively  denies  opportunities  for  further 
experience  and  growth. 

Although  FAA  orders  stipulate  that  all  Inspectors  must  be 
provided  with  currency  flight  time,  continued  training,  and 
advanced  training  in  new  aircraft,  systems,  and  methods  of 
maintenance,  the  Agency  rarely  complies  with  their  own  mandates. 
As  a  result.  Operations  and  Airworthiness  Inspectors  are  seldom 
provided  with  the  funds  needed  to  comply  with  Agency  handbook 
requirements . 

Within  one  twelve-month  period  (ending  March  3,  1993)  for 
example,  the  FAA  Flight  Standards  Division,  Western-Pacific  Region, 
issued  approximately  130  waivers  to  200  Operations  Inspectors. 
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These  waivers  to  the  handbook  requirements  permitted  Inspectors  to 
conduct  flight  checks  without  receiving  required  recurrent 
training.  Moreover,  twenty  of  the  waivers  allowed  Inspectors  to 
conduct  certification  responsibilities  in  aircraft  that  they 
themselves  were  not  even  qualified  to  fly. 

Similarly,  Air  Worthiness  Inspectors  do  not  receive  state  of 
the  art  training;  consequently,  they  too  are  often  involved  with 
the  certification  of  carriers  or  operators  upon  which  they  have  had 
no  training  or  firsthand  experience.  As  you  can  see,  Agency  non- 
compliance not  only  hinders  the  Inspector  work  force,  but  it  also 
places  the  flying  public  at  risk. 

As  a  result  of  Union  pressure  to  provide  required  flight 
currency,  the  FAA  proposed  to  change  its  handbooks  and  to  provide 
minimum  required  training  for  Inspectors,  doubling  the  time  for 
training  from  one  year  to  two  years.  Before  impact  and 
implementation  bargaining  on  this  change  was  concluded,  however, 
the  FAA  enacted  —  without  notice  to  or  bargaining  with  PASS  —  a 
new  change  that  effectively  "grounds"  half  of  its  Operations 
Inspectors. 

The  following  is  an  excerpt  from  the  FAA's  new  policy 
regarding  "AGENCY  FLIGHT  PROGRAM  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  FOR  Fy-93": 

As  a  result  of  congressional  concerns  over  the  management  of 
the  Agency's  flight  program,  the  DOT  FY-93  Appropriations  Bill 
reduced  funding  of  the  Agency's  regional  support  flight 
program  by  30  percent  from  the  FY-92  base.  At  this  level  of 
funding,  it  is  questionable  whether  Order  4040. 9D  currency 
requirements  (e.g.,  24  flight  hours  in  the  last  180  days)  can 
be  complied  with  for  existing  participants  in  the  flight 
program.  We  cannot  ensure  that  additional  resources  will 
become  available  for  the  program  this  fiscal  year,  thus  an 
increased  focus  on  flight  program  resource  management  is 
clearly  warranted.  Regional  Flight  Standards  division  managers 
shall  implement  the  policy  and  procedures  detailed  in  the 
memorandum . 

If  the  flight-hour  currency  cannot  be  maintained  for  all 
participants,  a  sufficient  number  of  participants  shall  be 
temporarily  removed  from  the  program  to  ensure  that  the 
remaining  participants  can  maintain  flight-hour  currency. 

Position  description  and  performance  standard  requirements 
related  to  flight  program  participation  for  Flight  Standards 
employees  temporarily  removed  from  the  program  as  a  result  of 
this  review  are  hereby  considered  to  be  in  abeyance  until 
resources  permit  those  employees  to  be  reinstated  to  the 
program.  Medical  certification  requirements  contained  in 
Inspector  position  descriptions  shall  continue  to  be  met, 
notwithstanding  any  temporary  removal  from  the  flight  program 
as  a  result  of  this  review. 
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Although  there  are  many  aircraft  assigned  to  the  FAA 
Headquarters  Flight  Progreun  which  could  be  utilized  by  Inspectors 
in  the  field,  "Hanger  Six,"  as  the  program  is  affectionately  known, 
is  not  even  covered  by  the  new  policy.  Denying  Inspectors  currency 
time  and  available  aircraft  is  just  another  example  of  poor  Agency 
planning  and  procedure. 

While  the  United  States  aviation  industry  is  regarded  as  the 
most  sophisticated  in  the  world,  continued  improper  oversight  of 
the  aviation  industry  is  bound  to  destroy  this  illusion  and  may 
well  lead  to  unsafe  skies  over  our  heads. 

Certainly,  Safety  Inspectors  are  greatly  hindered  by  such  FAA 
policies  and,  resultantly,  encounter  tremendous  difficulties  as 
they  struggle  to  remain  current  and  knowledgeable.  Unfortunately, 
the  Inspector  problems  are  only  compounded  by  other  serious 
impediments  which  will  now  be  addressed. 

INEFFECrrVE  UTILIZATION  OF  THE  INSPECTOR  WORK  FORCE 

Although  Congress  has  mandated  that  Inspectors  spend  a  minimum 
35%  of  their  time  performing  inspections,  the  GAG  reported  last 
year  that  the  FAA  was  clearly  not  meeting  this  requirement  despite 
an  on-going  attempt  by  the  Agency  to  develop  "national  guidelines 
for  its  inspection  program  that  establish  the  number  and  frequency 
of  inspections  that  must  be  undertaken."  In  our  opinion,  we 
believe  the  FAA  is  unedile  to  meet  these  expectations  and  is  still 
failing  to  provide  the  required  percentage  of  inspections  because 
of  an  ineffective  use  of  availedsle  resources  and  an  unequal 
distribution  of  staff. 

Based  upon  personal  observation  and  experience,  FAA  Inspectors 
continue  to  report  that  edsout  30%  to  35%  of  the  work  accomplished 
in  a  Flight  Standards  District  Office  (FSDO)  is  administrative  and 
clerical  rather  than  safety-related.  As  a  result,  the  average 
Aviation  Safety  Inspector  spends  at  least  25%  of  his/her  time 
performing  the  following  clerical  and  receptionary  duties: 

1.  Typing; 

2.  Filing; 

3.  Preparing  nailing  lists; 

4.  Managing  records  cmd  files; 

5.  Revising  Advisory  Circular,  FAR,  and  FAA  Technical 

Orders,  etc. ;  emd 

6.  Answering  telephones. 

Meanwhile,  para-technical  and  clerical  personnel  could  easily 
accomplish  most  of  these  tasks  at  substantially  lower  costs  to  the 
FAA.  The  average  difference  in  pay  between  clerical  and  technical 
staff  is  $13.00  an  hour.  It  does  not  seem  cost  effective  to 
require  GS-13  and  GS-14  technical  employees  to  spend  a  substantial 
percentage  of  time  performing  the  functions  of  capable  clerks. 
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In  some  of  the  Flight  Standards  Regions,  there  is  a  position 
distribution  imbalance.  For  example,  the  Oklahoma  City  FSDO  is 
understaffed  by  fifteen  employees,  yet  five  other  offices  in  the 
region  are  overstaffed  by  a  total  of  twenty  in  positions  at  the 
General  Manager  GM-14  and  GM-15  salary  levels. 

Although  the  FAA  has  created  a  new  position  for  Aviation 
Safety  Technicians  (Position  Description  at  the  GS-1802-08  level) 
that  could  be  used  to  alleviate  some  of  an  Inspector's  workload 
requirements  for  para-technical  assistance,  the  positive  impact 
that  this  new  position  could  have  on  the  Inspectors  has  been  slight 
because  of  stringent  FAA  requirements  and  a  lack  of  funds. 

Presently,  any  new  positions  that  are  established  within  the 
FAA  must  be  filled  in  accordance  with  current  position  and  resource 
allocations  and  hiring  freeze  restrictions.  No  additional 
positions  or  PC  &  B  funds  are  available  to  support  creation  of 
these  positions,  and  there  is  no  requirement  that  these  positions 
be  established  in  any  office. 

COMPUTER  SUBSYSTEMS  AND  COMPUTER  SOFTWARE  PROBLEMS 

On  a  daily  basis,  Safety  Inspectors  face  a  multitude  of 
computer,  equipment  and  software  related  problems.  Implementation 
by  the  FAA  of  the  Automated  Operations  Specification  Subsystem  has 
only  intensified  these  problems  by  requiring  that  operator 
companies  observe  the  following  procedures  when  new  operations 
specifications  (ops  specs)  are  generated: 

The  company  provides  a  contract  employee  (computer  input 
specialist)  with  a  book  on  the  new  system,  and  this  employee 
creates  checklists  and  work  sheets  to  give  to  the  Inspector  which, 
when  completed,  will  be  in  excess  of  60  sheets  of  paper.  Along 
with  this  paperwork,  a  new  order,  8400.1,  has  been  implemented  to 
describe  the  new  system  without  any  training  being  given  to  the 
Inspector  work  force. 

After  the  Inspector  fills  out  the  variety  of  forms,  the  data 
input  specialist  places  all  of  this  information  into  the  computer, 
producing  a  40  to  50  page  draft  copy  of  the  new  ops  specs.  Next, 
the  Inspector  reviews  the  draft  and  makes  corrections  which  are 
inevitable  because  of  the  amount  and  complexity  of  the  information 
placed  into  the  computer.  Having  made  these  corrections,  the  input 
person  generates  the  final  40  to  50  page  copy  of  the  ops  specs  and 
returns  them  to  the  Inspector  along  with  40  to  50  additional 
copies. 

Lastly,  the  Inspector  reviews,  stamps,  dates,  and  signs  these 
documents  and  gives  them  to  the  operator  to  sign.  The  operator 
again  makes  copies  which  are  placed  into  the  company  manual.  The 
size  of  the  new  ops  specs  is  often  larger  than  the  current  company 
manual  for  many  small  FAR  135  operators.  For  example,  an  operator 
with  10  pilots,  3  management  personnel,  5  aircraft,  and  a  company 
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president  would  have  to  copy  850  sheets  of  paper  to  meet  the  needs 
of  their  company. 

On  average,  the  copying  cost  to  the  company  ranges  from  $50.00 
to  $60.00.  The  cost  to  the  government  is  for  three  to  six  hours  of 
Inspector  time  ($75.00  to  $150.00);  three  to  six  hours  contract 
employee  time  ($25.00  to  $60.00);  and  approximately  200  sheets  of 
paper.  Altogether,  the  cost  for  each  operator  is  $200.00  to 
$280.00,  and  this  is  for  a  small  operator.  A  company  with  50  to  100 
pilots  would  cost  much  more. 

The  FAA's  change  to  the  operations  specifications  subsystem 
has  caused  confusion  with  the  operator,  has  created  new  input  work 
sheets,  and  has  replaced  the  entire  package.  Even  with  constant 
complaints,  the  system  has  not  been  modified  since  its 
implementation,  and  instructions  are  still  subject  to  Inspector 
interpretation  because  of  a  lack  of  official  training.  With  just 
cause,  the  Aviation  Safety  Inspector  work  force  is  frustrated  by 
this  program,  and  the  FAA  has  suffered  a  loss  of  credibility  with 
the  Air  Carrier  Public. 

This  is  just  one  example  of  the  nightmare  of  computer  software 
problems  which  plague  Aviation  Safety  Inspectors.  There  is  also 
the  OATS  system  which  has  complicated  sign-on/sign-off  procedures 
and  the  Program  Tracking  and  Reporting  System  (PTRS)  from  which 
information  cannot  be  retrieved. 

The  amount  of  information  being  placed  in  the  FAA's  computer 
systems  is  so  great  that  it  is  difficult  or  impossible  to  retrieve 
because  there  is  no  interface  between  software  systems.  To  reach 
a  specific  program,  a  computer  operator  must  move  through  a  morass 
of  different  modules.  When  information  is  finally  located,  it  is 
often  redundant.  Finally,  the  time  required  to  print  any  document 
is  at  least  ten  minutes,  and  each  document  or  page  that  is  printed 
is  separated  by  a  non-reusable  blank  page  to  separate  the  print 
jobs.  Surely,  even  the  most  advanced  computer  user  would  find  the 
FAA's  computer  systems  unfriendly! 

PAY  COMPARABILITY 

The  most  significant  disparity  between  the  Flight  Standards 
employees  and  other  FAA  employees  is  the  exclusion  of  Inspectors 
from  the  provisions  of  the  Air  Traffic  Revitalization  Act  of  1981 
which  contains  the  5%  pay  differential.  Flight  Standards  employees 
believe  that  the  only  reason  they  were  not  included  in  this 
legislation  is  that  they  did  not  have  Union  representation  in  1981. 

The  Aviation  Safety  Inspectors  and  the  Aviation  Safety 
Technicians  who  support  them  provide  a  valuable  and  essential 
service  to  the  flying  pxiblic.  The  safety  aspect  provided  by  these 
employees  is  comprehensive  and  contributes  greatly  to  providing  the 
best  aviation  system  in  the  world.  Still,  these  dedicated  men  and 
women  are  left  out  of  the  pay  differentials  that  other  FAA 
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employees,  with  comparable  salary  grades,  enjoy. 

THE  FAA  ENROUTE  INSPECTION  POLICY 

Last  year,  we  testified  that  the  FAA  could  utilize  its 
Inspector  resources  more  effectively  and  save  approximately  one 
million  dollars  each  year  by  expanding  its  "enroute"  inspection 
policy  to  enable  Inspectors  to  fly  in  the  cockpits  of  our  nation's 
air  carriers.  We  are  pleased  to  report  that  we  have  jointly 
ventured  into  a  cooperative  effort  with  the  FAA  to  produce  a 
document  on  the  enroute  policy  for  the  Inspector  work  force.  The 
intention  of  this  document  is  to  meet  the  Congressional  mandate  on 
safety  in  the  United  States  aviation  industry  and  to  fulfill  the 
requirements  of  the  National  Airspace  System  Plan.  If  implemented, 
we  believe  this  docximent  will  provide  for  utilization  of  all  the 
Aviation  Safety  Inspectors  employed  by  the  FAA.  Not  only  will 
safety  be  enhanced,  but  the  FAA  will  save  money. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

1)  PASS  strongly  recommends  that  funds  be  allocated  for  the 
currency  requirements  of  the  Operations  Inspector  work  force  and 
for  the  training  of  all  personnel  in  the  Flight  Standards  Service, 
including  Aviation  Safety  Inspectors,  Aviation  Safety  Technicians, 
and  clerical  staff. 

2)  PASS  recommends  that  funds  be  allocated  to  hire  240 
Aviation  Safety  Technicians  and  300  clerical  employees  to  support 
the  present  Aviation  Safety  Inspector  work  force.  Without  the 
addition  of  an  adequate  support  staff  to  serve  in  an  expanded 
technical  role  and  without  the  relief  of  burdensome,  routine 
clerical  duties,  the  present  ineffective  usage  of  inspection  staff 
will  continue. 

3)  The  FAA  needs  funds  to  review  its  computer  hardware  and 
software  systems  which  inhibit  Inspector  efficiency  and 
effectiveness.  In  addition,  funds  must  be  made  available  to 
acquire  a  single  source  of  user-friendly  computer  software. 

4)  In  order  to  retain  and  to  attract  Inspectors,  PASS  urges 
Congress  to  approve  the  inclusion  of  Safety  Inspectors  in  the  Air 
Traffic  Revitalization  Act  of  1981  which  encompasses  all  other 
safety  related  personnel. 

OFFICE  OF  AVIATION  SYSTEMS  STANDARDS  (AVN) 

As  previously  mentioned,  the  Office  of  Aviation  Systems 
Standards  (AVN)  employs  Flight  Inspection  Pilots,  Flight  Procedures 
Specialists,  and  Electronics  Systems  Specialists  who  strive  to 
produce  flight  procedures  for  the  National  Airspace  System.  The 
Directorate  of  the  AVN  occupies  spacious  and  luxurious  offices 
within  the  FAA's  Aeronautical  Center  in  Oklahoma  City,  Oklahoma. 
A  rather  large  contingent  of  FAA  staff  employees  works  in  these 
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headquarters  or  in  nearby  branch  offices. 

AVN  has  Flight  Inspection  Field  Offices  (FIFO)  located  in 
Anchorage,  AK;  Honolulu,  HI;  Sacramento,  CA;  Oklahoma  City,  OK; 
Battle  Creek,  MI;  Atlanta,  GA;  Tokyo,  Japan;  and  Frankfort, 
Germany.  From  these  various  FIFOs,  AVN  staff  works  to  maintain  the 
HAS  euid  to  check  and  to  certify  the  FAA's  ground  navigational 
electronic  facilities  and  to  manage  the  FAA's  aircraft  rental 
program  which  includes  Flight  Standards  Aviation  Safety  Inspectors' 
currency.  These  FIFO  offices  are  administered  by  top  management 
and  personnel  officials,  labor-management  relations  staff,  and 
payroll  department  employees  who  operate  from  the  Oklahoma  City 
site. 

Because  the  AVN  organization  exclusively  manages  its  FIFOs 
from  the  Oklahoma  City  headquarters,  the  AVN  does  not,  in  reality, 
function  within  the  mainstream  of  the  FAA.  Not  only  do  offices  and 
overhead  management  personnel  overlap,  but  AVN  services  are  not 
managed  like  other  FAA  services,  such  as  Air  Traffic  Control, 
Airways  Facilities,  and  Flight  Standards.  As  you  know,  these  FAA 
components  are  directed  by  divisional  offices  located  in  nine  FAA 
regions. 

By  eliminating  the  Oklahoma  City  "headquarters"  of  AVN  and 
placing  this  group  within  either  the  Airways  Facilities  Service  or 
the  Flight  Standards  Service,  the  FAA  could  eliminate  tremendous 
costs  and  could  substantially  reduce  the  present  AVN  budget.  In 
addition,  such  reorganization  would  result  in  more  efficient  use  of 
management  by  placing  the  FIFOs  under  a  regional  concept. 

With  regard  to  our  AVN  work  force,  then,  PASS  proposes  that 
Congress  study  this  proposal  to  consolidate  the  AVN  within  the 
configuration  of  the  FAA.  We  firmly  believe  a  significant  savings 
would  result  if  these  two  entities  were  merged  into  one. 

COHCLUSIOH 

Without  question,  the  PASS  work  force  faces  serious  obstacles 
as  we  attempt  to  keep  our  airways  system  operating  at  the  highest 
possible  safety  levels.  While  we  understand  that  current  economic 
trends  have  necessitated  increased  spending  cuts,  we  nevertheless 
believe  that  the  dramatic  lack  of  funding  for  training  and  hiring 
additional  Systems  Specialists,  as  well  as  para  technical  support 
staff  for  our  Safety  Inspectors,  jeopardizes  the  entire  National 
Airspace  System. 

As  you  know.  President  Clinton  has  called  this  a  time  for 
"change  in  America."  Unless  this  Subcommittee  recognizes  and 
addresses  the  problems  that  we  have  presented  in  this  testimony, 
however,  PASS  resolutely  asserts  that  a  crucial  opportunity  to  make 
a  change  and  to  achieve  the  goals  laid  out  by  the  new 
Administration  will  be  lost.  Thus,  we  urge  you  to  accept  our 
recommendations  and  to  allocate  the  necessary  funds  so  that  the  FAA 
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can  initiate  a  realistic  multi-year  hiring  and  training  program  for 
all  safety  related  positions  within  the  Agency.  In  addition,  we 
hope  that  you  will  agree  that,  in  order  to  cut  costs,  the  FAA  must 
begin  to  limit  the  use  of  outside  contractors  and  instead  to  work 
within  the  Agency. 

Finally,  PASS  would  like  to  voice  our  concern  with  the 
proposed  budget  resolutions  for  FY  1994  which  call  for  severe  civil 
service  cuts.  We  believe  that  the  FAA  must  attract  and  retain 
qualified  and  dedicated  personnel;  therefore,  we  strongly  urge 
Congress  to  reject  any  budget  plans  that  would  freeze  the  pay  of 
federal  workers  and  delay  the  start  of  locality  pay  raises. 

At  this  time,  I  would  like  to  thank  you  again  for  allowing  me 
the  opportunity  to  appear  before  you.  This  concludes  my  testimony, 
and  I  will  now  be  more  than  happy  to  address  any  questions  you  may 
have  concerning  the  matters  which  I  touched  upon  today  or  any  other 
matter . 
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Mr,  Carr.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Johannssen.  Appreciate 
you  being  here  as  we  do  all  of  you. 

Mr.  Wolf,  any  questions? 

Mr.  Wolf.  Yes,  I  have  a  number  of  questions.  I  want  to  welcome 
the  panel  here.  I  share  your  concern  with  regard  to  the  pay  ques- 
tion although  that  is  in  the  budget  package  that  passed.  And  I 
might  say,  not  to  rub  it  in,  but  I  think  I  heard,  during  the  election, 
Mr.  Bellino,  that  your  association  supported  Mr.  Clinton,  did  you 
not? 

Mr.  Bellino.  We  still  do,  sir. 

Mr.  Wolf.  You  are  still  enthusiastic  about  the  pay  cut? 

Mr.  Bellino.  No,  sir. 

Mr.  Wolf.  How  about  the  cost-of-living  adjustment?  Do  you  sup- 
port the  cost-of-living  adjustment  restriction  for  Federal  employ- 
ees? 

Mr.  Beluno.  We  would  support  anything  the  administration  de- 
termines is  necessary.  However,  until  that  determination  is  final- 
ized, we  would  plead  our  case. 

Mr.  Wolf.  You  mean  you  just  support  them  no  matter  what? 

Mr.  Bellino.  No,  sir. 

Mr.  Wolf.  No  matter  what  they  do,  as  long  as  it  is  in  the  final 
passage?  That  is  what  you  said. 

Mr.  Bellino.  Sir,  I  am  an  air  traffic  controller;  and  as  such,  from 
1981  on,  when  we  speak  under  the  law,  I  must  be  very  careful  on 
how  I  speak  as  an  air  traffic  controller. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Then  I  won't  ask  you  an5rmore  questions  with  regard 
to  that.  The  point  I  am  trying  to  make  is,  in  the  Clinton  package, 
there  are  devastating  cuts  for  Federal  employees  and  Federal  retir- 
ees. They  didn't  go  after  the  person  who  is  a  retired  millionaire, 
who  is  a  CEO  living  in  Boca  Raton  who  uses  his  cost-of-living  ad- 
justment to  buy  bait  for  his  fishing  tackle  and  his  boat;  but  they 
went  after  a  lot  of  Federal  employees  and  you  are  an  active  duty 
Federal  employee. 

Mr.  Bellino.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Then  we  will  just  kind  of  pass  on  the  rest  of  the  ques- 
tions. But  I  think  the  record  ought  to  show  that  I  don't  think  that 
all  of  your  membership  necessarily  supports  whatever  is  in  the  ad- 
ministration's package. 

Mr.  Bellino.  That  is  absolutely  correct,  sir. 

Mr.  Wolf.  On  the  question  with  regard  to  Mr.  Brown,  have  you 
looked  at  the  base  closing  list  to  see  if  there  are  any  airports  there 
or  general  aviation?  Or  does  general  aviation  have  any  plans  with 
regard  to  that? 

Mr.  Brown.  Yes,  we  have.  Congressman.  And  there  are  a 
number  of  bases  that  we  see  as  a  high  priority  for  conversion  to 
civil  use,  particularly  as  general  aviation  reliever  airports.  One 
of — it's  one  that  is  close  to  home  that  you  might  be  familiar  with, 
it  is  not  in  your  district,  but  Tipton  is  one  that  we  think,  between 
Washington  and  Baltimore,  that  is  a  key  candidate.  And  there  are 
others  around  the  country. 

There  are  some  on  the  West  Coast  that  would  be  very  valuable 
because  they  are  out  of  the  major  city  centers.  Generally,  there  is 
not  a  lot  of  congestion.  There  is  good  zoning  around  those  airports, 
and  they  could  be  converted  very  easily  for  civilian  use. 
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Mr.  Wolf.  Could  you  give  the  committee  a  list  of  the  ones  that 
could  be  used? 

Mr.  Brown.  I  would  be  happy  to  do  that. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Another  question  for  Mr.  Johannssen  and  Mr.  Bellino: 
Are  you  looking  at  the  use  of  military  retirees?  Because  the  de- 
fense cutbacks  are  quite  extensive,  up  to  400,000  additional.  Have 
you  looked  at  it? 

Mr.  Bellino.  NATCA  does  not  support  that  program,  sir. 

Mr.  Wolf.  What  if  we  need  additional  ones?  You  have  no  feeling 
that  we  should  be  looking  into  the  military? 

Mr.  Bellino.  I  believe  we  should  look  at  all  of  those.  But  the 
military  aviation  can  be  significantly  different.  It  would,  of  course, 
depend  upon  where  they  come  from. 

What  we  are  fearful  of  is  a  generic,  "You  were  in  the  military, 
therefore  you  can  go  to  O'Hare."  We  believe  that  the  options — the 
vocational  options  are  distinctly  different.  So  to  staff  such  a  place 
like  O'Hare 

Mr.  Wolf.  What  I  was  referring  to  is  that  a  number  of  the  avia- 
tion wings  in  the  Navy  and  in  the  Air  Force  are  being  cut  back. 
There  will,  obviously,  be  some  air  traffic  controllers,  age  27,  28,  29, 
who  will  no  longer  have  a  career  opportunity  in  the  military. 

Do  you  have  any  plans  of  looking  into  that? 

Mr.  Bellino.  We  are  talking  with  the  FAA  about  it,  sir. 

Mr.  Wolf.  FAA? 

Mr.  Bellino.  Yes.  We  have  discussed  that  with  the  agency.  How- 
ever, those  discussions  are  in  the  initial  phases,  and  our  concern 
relates  back  to,  what  type  of  air  traffic  controller,  were  they  radar 
air  traffic  controller,  VFR  tower.  Our  VTR  towers,  for  example, 
have  many,  many  people  with  no  PCS  money  to  move  up. 

So  our  concern  would  be  someone  from  the  military  coming  from 
outside  the  FAA  and  instead  of  going  to  a  level  one,  two  or  three 
facility,  jump  up  to  a  level  four  or  five  facility,  while  we  have  con- 
trollers who  have  been  waiting  seven,  eight  years  at  a  less  dense 
facility  for  the  opportunity  to  move  forward. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Okay. 

Mr.  Fleming,  could 

Mr.  Johannssen.  Could  I  respond? 

Mr.  Wolf.  Sure. 

Mr.  Johannssen.  Yes,  we  very  much  encourage.  We  believe  that 
it  takes  two  to  five  years  to  adequately  train  someone  to  become  a 
systems  specialist. 

Being  down  by  3,000  qualified  people,  we  believe  there  are  a  good 
number  of  folks  that  would  be  affected  by  the  base  closings,  that 
the  training  would  be  minimal  to  a  short-term  training.  And, 
therefore,  we  should  take  a  look  at  the  possibility  of  finding  those 
people  there.  I  know  that  kind  of  an  out-of-school  discussion  with 
folli  at  FAA,  they  have  been  kind  of  looking  at  something  that 
might  accomplish  that.  And  I  think  it  would  be  very  important  we 
do  so. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Fleming,  just  a  number  of  questions.  You  talk  about  human 
factors  research,  that  80  to  90  percent  of  all  aviation  accidents — 
what  was  in  the  budget — the  fiscal  year  1993  budget  last  year? 
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Mr.  Fleming.  Mr.  Wolf,  if  memory  serves  me  correctly,  it  was 
$27  million  for  the  FAA's  share. 

Mr.  Wolf.  You  are  asking  for  an  additional  $10  million  this 
year? 

Mr.  Fleming.  Last  year,  we  recommended  a  $10  million  incre- 
ment be  added.  That  was  not  possible.  And  of  course  the  program 
has  now  fallen  behind  the  originally  foreseen  profile  or  need. 

Mr.  Wolf.  So  you  would  want  20?  Ten  to  make  up  for  last  year 
and 

Mr.  Fleming.  If  it  is  possible  to  do  that.  We  realize  the  difficul- 
ties of  course. 

Mr.  Wolf.  What  would  be  done  with  that?  It  sounds  reasonable 
to  me.  What  would  be  done  with  it? 

Mr.  Fleming.  Mr.  Wolf,  it  is  a  very  comprehensive  program  that 
extends  over  a  10-year  time  period.  It  is  outlined  in  a  rather  volu- 
minous document  by  FAA  and  NASA,  and  I  cannot 

First  of  all,  I  am  not  an  expert,  nor  do  I  have  a  comprehensive 
knowledge  of  aU.  the  details  that  are  in  there.  A  great  deal  of  the 
research  would  have  to  be  done  in  the  academic  arena  by  notable 
researchers  such  as  Dr.  Earl  Wiener  at  the  University  of  Miami 
and  other  researchers. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Is  that  on  fatigue  and  issues  like  that? 

Mr.  Fleming.  Issues  that  relate  mostly  to  the  interaction  be- 
tween the  human  being  and  the  machine  with  which  that  human 
has  to  operate.  And  then  in  the  air  traffic  control  arena,  that  is  a 
very  important  consideration.  For  example,  with  the  introduction 
of  the  new  work  stations  that  controllers  are  going  to  have  to  adapt 
to  in  coming  years.  The  same  is  true  in  highly  automated  air- 
planes. 

It  is  not  just  an  airplane  issue.  It  is  very  definitely  an  air  traffic 
control  issue.  It  is  a  mechanics  issue  with  respect  to  aging  of  air 
frames.  There  are  a  lot  of  people  that  suffer  from  these  kinds  of 
problems. 

Mr.  Wolf.  If  you  would  just  furnish  to  the  committee  what  you 
would  do  with  that  additional  funding,  if  you  are  accurate  here 
about  80  to  90  percent  of  the  aviation  accidents  you  think  that  $10 
million  or  $20  million  more  would  make  that  much  of  a  difference? 

Mr.  Fleming.  Over  a  long  period,  it  will  make  a  difference.  We 
are  absolutely  convinced. 

And,  again,  I  recommended  that  the  committee  might  want  to 
ask  for  the  views  of  some  of  the  most  noted  experts,  and  I  suggest- 
ed Dr.  Lauber  of  NTSB,  who,  before  he  came  to  NTSB,  was  one  of 
the  human  factors  researchers  in  the  United  States.  He  was  at 
NASA  at  AIMS  Research  Center  in  California. 

In  our  own  industry.  Northwest  Airlines  now  employs  another 
gentleman  who  has  similar  qualifications.  His  name  is  Clay  Fou- 
shee— F-O-U-S-H-E-E,  and  he,  too,  came  from  NASA,  AIMS. 

And  there  are  a  relatively  small  cadre  of  people  who  understand 
the  way  human  beings  relate  to  sophisticated  automated  systems 
and  the  kinds  of  problems  that  can  result,  and,  unfortunately,  they 
are  not — they  have  not  been  successful  in  generating  the  level  of 
support  that  is  required  to  sustain  this  kind  of  a  program  over  a 
long  period,  and  it  has  been  a  real  frustration  with  all  of  us. 
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Mr.  Wolf.  Will  there  be  a  correlation  for  increased  support  in 
the  reduction  of  the  accidents? 

Mr.  Fleming.  That  is  what  we  would  expect.  I  don't  think  you 
are  going  to  see  that  kind  of  result  immediately.  But,  over  a  long 
period,  you  will  see  that  result. 

We  know  from  the  kinds  of  problems  that  those  researchers  have 
helped  us  resolve  with  respect  to  airplane  operation  that  there  are 
positive  things  that  can  be  done  to  avoid  human  errors.  Unfortu- 
nately, systems  designers  sometimes  design  in  booby  traps  with  re- 
spect to  how  the  machine  is  going  to  be  used  by  the  human  being, 
and  the  human  being  will  make  an  error,  and  sometimes  those 
errors  cause  accidents. 

I  am  not  suggesting  that  80  to  90  percent  of  the  accidents  are 
caused  by  a  single  cause  related  directly  to  human  factors,  but  you 
will  find  human  performance  plays  a  role  in  that  percentage. 

Mr.  Brown.  Mr.  Wolf,  I  would  like  to  add  a  brief  comment  on 
this  point. 

In  general  aviation,  the  vast  majority  of  the  operations  are  by  a 
single  pilot  rather  than  as  in  a  commercial  operation.  It  is  a  multi- 
crew,  two  or  three  pilots  involved  in  flying  the  aircraft. 

So  in  this  human  factors  area,  a  key  priority  that  is  outlined  in 
the  plan — £uid  it  is  very  important  to  us — is  continuing  investiga- 
tion into  pilot  work  load  in  a  single  pilot  environment  and  how 
that  can  be  best  worked  into  equipment  design  and  air  traffic  con- 
trol standards  so  that  a  single  pilot  can  continue  to  function  in  the 
system  in  an  efficient  way.  And  that  is  one  of  the  key  thrusts  of 
the  human  factors  research  program  that  we  value  and  see  as  very 
important. 

Mr.  Wolf.  So  you  agree  with  the  ATA's  statement? 

Mr.  Brown.  Absolutely.  This  is  a  much  underfunded  area  and 
one  in  critical  need  of  augmentation. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Do  you  both  agree  with  that? 

Mr.  Bellino.  Yes. 

Mr.  Johannssen.  Yes.  The  FAA  has  run  some  human  factor 
workshops  around  the  design  of  equipment,  and  we  have  participat- 
ed kind  of  on  and  off  over  the  years  depending  only  what  our  rela- 
tionship was. 

And  it  is  interesting  that,  from  the  times  we  were  able  to  partici- 
pate and  have  valid  input,  things  seemed  to  go  a  lot  smoother 
when  the  equipment  actually  arrived  and  where  knob  switches  and 
doors  were  getting  into  the  equipment  versus  times  we  were  not. 
There  were  just  certain  things  that  were  overlooked.  And,  certain- 
ly, that  little  ounce  of  prevention  up  front  has  so  much  cure  behind 
it. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Has  anyone — has  any  administration  ever  had  anyone 
come  in  other  than  GAO  and  audit  the  FAA?  Audit  the  FAA  as 
to — ^because  I  am  not  a  pilot,  although,  fortunately,  Mr.  Carr  is  a 
pilot. 

Has  there  ever  been  an  audit,  other  than  the  GAO,  of  the  FAA 
functions  and  budget  with  regard  to  safety? 

Mr.  Fleming.  Mr.  Wolf,  I  am  not  sure  there  has  every  been  a 
comprehensive  audit.  The  DOT  Inspector  General  sometimes  looks 
at  program  elements  too. 
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Mr.  Wolf.  I  was  thinking  of  what  some  governors  have  done 
after  they  get  elected.  They  then  go  to  an  outside  group.  But  it 
seems  to  me  that  some  outside  group,  someone  outside  who  doesn't 
have  a  FAA  government  employee  label,  ought  to  be  taking  a  look 
at  some  of  this. 

You  want  to — 

Mr.  JoHANNSSEN.  They  have  in  personnel  matters.  And  I  think 
from — as  an  outcome,  because  they  have  done  that  in  personnel 
matters,  not  only  is  the  FAA  a  better  place  to  work,  but  it  is  much 
more  harmonious  and  moving  smoother — and  1  never  thought  I 
would  say  this — than  it  ever  has.  So  looking — for  the  outside  folks 
to  look  at  the  personnel  and  management  style,  there  has  been 
some  fantastic  gains  and  great  economies  that  have  come  out  of 
that. 

Mr.  Fleming.  Mr.  Wolf,  Mr.  Poritzky  had  a  response  to  you  in 
response  to  your  question. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Sure. 

Mr.  Poritzky.  There  have  been  several  efforts  of  this  sort.  FAA 
has  currently  had  several  advisory  committees  which  are  largely 
almost  exclusively  made  up  of  outside — FAA  outsiders,  in  some  in- 
stances, former  FAA  administrators,  however. 

They  have  looked  both  at  the  research  and  development  process 
and  the  kind  of  funding,  the  priorities  that  have  been  talked  about, 
and  the  process. 

The  Office  of  Technology  Assessment,  some  little  time  ago,  did  a 
survey,  I  believe,  of  the  FAA  safety  programs  under  former  admin- 
istrator John  Maglukis.  So  there  have  been  a  number  of  these. 

In  the  human  factors  arena — and  Roger,  above,  said  this,  I 
expect,  had  he  had  the  chance — there  has  been  a  fair  amount  of 
emphasis,  certainly,  as  he  indicated,  from  the  airlines  and  the 
other  trade  associations.  The  issue  in  FAA — and  I  say  this  from  a 
former  life — the  issue  has  always  been  heavily  in  the  area  of  com- 
placency, inattention,  and  boredom,  which  is  the  toughest  area  of 
human  factors.  And  I  think  perhaps  that  is  why  Roger  talked 
about  our  friend,  John  Lauber  from  NTSB,  because  he,  probably 
more  than  anyone  else  I  know,  has  been  able  to  focus  on  that 
aspect  because  that  is  probably  the  toughest  area  of  research  in 
human  factors. 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  appreciate  that.  I  am  not  a  technical  expert  in  avia- 
tion, so  perhaps  I  feel  this  way  more  than  other  members  of  the 
committee  would  feel.  I  haven't  always  had  confidence  in  FAA. 

On  a  couple  of  issues,  we  have  asked  it  just  seems  that  they 
differ  so  dramatically  with  independent  observers.  If  I  were  an 
FAA  administrator  or  secretary  of  transportation,  I  would  invite 
all  of  your  associations  to  come  in  just  rip  it  apart.  That  doesn't 
mean  that  you  would  have  to  agree  with  it. 

Then  I  would  ask  my  people  in  the  FAA  to  come  back  and 
answer  what  you  say  to  prove  you  wrong,  if  you  will,  or  to  validate 
it.  It  seems  that  every  time  you  try  to  go  after  the  FAA  or  criticize 
them,  they  feel  this  kind  of  defensiveness  that,  if  it  is  from  out- 
side— even  with  NTSB  there  is  a  kind  of  defensiveness.  It  is  kind  of 
like  a  White  House,  you  can  be  a  Republican  administration  or 
Democrat,  you  can  offer  the  best  idea  in  the  world,  but  if  they 
didn't  come  up  with  it,  then  they  don't  really  want  it.  It  seems  to 
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me,  because  of  the  safety  issues,  that  that  would  be  very,  very  im- 
portant. 

The  airport  terminals,  maybe — I  was  going  to  move  on  to  the 
gentleman  next  to  you.  What  are  your  feelings  with  regard  to 
ATA,  "these  gold  plated"  terminals  that  the  airlines  are  complain- 
ing about?  Do  you  think  the  National  Airport  terminal  should  be 
cutback  somewhat?  Or  don't  you  really  have  any  strong  feelings 
about  that?  And  what  about  other  airports?  There  aren't  many 
more  being  constructed,  but  some  are  being  reconstructed. 

Mr.  Fleming.  I  don't  profess  to  be  an  expert  in  airport  construc- 
tion matters,  but  I  think  you  have  already  heard  our  association's 
views  on  the  terminal  at  Washington  National  Airport.  And  one  of 
the  factors  that  concerns  us  so  greatly — and  I  pointed  it  out  briefly 
in  my  statement — is  the  inevitable  consequences  of  gold  plated  con- 
struction, that  is,  construction  that  isn't  required  to  serve  the  func- 
tional— is  that  it  has  to  be  operated  and  maintained.  And,  inevita- 
bly, those  operation  and  maintenance  costs,  over  the  years,  far 
exceed  the  initial  total  outlays.  And  it  is  airlines  and,  in  turn,  air- 
line passengers  and  shippers  that  bear  those  costs  in  the  form  of 
higher  use  fees  for  the  airports  in  the  airline  industry.  We  simply 
cannot  tolerate  or  endure  unnecessary  expenditures  for  which  the 
airlines  and  their  passengers  and  shippers  are  going  to  have  to  pay. 

And  it  is  for  that  reason  we  have  had  such  a  vigorous  debate.  We 
do  not  take  exception  to  many  construction  projects  at  airports 
where  the  airport  proprietor  has  reached  agreement  with  an  air- 
lines that  that  improvement  is  needed  for  one  reason  or  another. 

WTiere  we  have  had  the  difficulties  is  where  the  airport  proprie- 
tor has  undertaken  a,  too  grandiose  scheme,  at  least  too  grandiose 
in  our  judgment,  and  then  expected  the  airline  tenants  to  pay  for 
it. 

Mr.  Wolf.  What  control  do  you  have  over  that?  If  Jim  Wilding 
wants  to  do  what  he  is  doing  at  National  Airport  or  another  air- 
port operator  in  Cleveland  or  Buffalo  or  Toledo,  what  is  your  lever- 
age, what  rights  do  you  have  there? 

Mr.  Fleming.  I  would  prefer  to  submit  some  materials  for  the 
record,  because  again  I  am  not  an  expert  in  all  the  avenues  that 
are  open  to  us,  but  negotiation,  of  course,  is  the  primary  one,  and 
we  would  hope  effective  consultation  between  the  proprietors  and 
his  tenants  would  avoid  disputes  over  these  kinds  of  things.  It 
doesn't  always  work,  unfortunately. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Mr.  Howard,  you  might  want  to  comment.  What  are 
the  means  for  the  airlines  to  object? 

Mr.  Howard.  I  think  specific  reference  has  been  made  to  Wash- 
ington airport's  authority.  I  think  my  best  answer  which  would 
answer  you  on  that  one  would  be  simply  to  quote  a  letter  to  Honor- 
able Norman  Mineta  from  the  Chairman  of  the  Board  of  Metropoli- 
tan Airport,  February  16th.  It  says,  "The  airport's  authority  en- 
tered into  contractual  agreements  with  the  airlines  which  embody 
the  airline's  specific  endorsement  of  the  102  specific  projects  that 
make  up  the  capital  development  program  at  National.  These  con- 
tain highly  detmled  cost  estimates  including  initial  estimates  with 
contingency  amounts.  We  are  operating  well  within  the  amounts 
agreed  to  in  those  contracts,  and  will  continue  to  do  so." 

That  doesn't  answer  all  of  your  questions. 
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Mr.  Wolf.  No,  it  doesn't,  because  U.S.  Air  was  ready — I  don't 
want  to  say  go  belly  up,  but  they  were  having  a  very  difficult  time, 
and  that  is  why  the  British  Airways  merger  was  important. 

I  don't  fly  out  of  National  a  lot  because,  fortunately,  my  district 
is  right  here;  I  can  drive  home.  But  when  I  have  flown  out — and  I 
might  say  I  have  never  parked  in  the  congressional  parking  lot,  let 
the  record  show — but  I  noticed  the  U.S.  Air  terminal  looks  fine 
now.  And  I  have  been  led  to  believe  that  is  going  to  be  torn  down. 

Mr.  Howard.  That  is  my  understanding. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Yet  U.S.  Air  is  in  a  difficult  financial  situation. 

Mr.  Howard.  I  would  have  to  certainly  defer  to  Jim  Wilding  and 
the  authority.  But  this  is  an  airport  which  has  probably  desperate- 
ly needed  a  redevelopment  program  10  years  ago.  And  a  master 
plan  was  conceived  many  years  ago  for  the  airport.  Once  you  start 
moving  the  pieces  around  and  try  to  fit  a  whole  development  pro- 
gram into  one  rather  small  bit  of  acreage,  some  things  that  go  have 
to  go,  and  not  much  probably  can  remain  in  the  total  redevelop- 
ment of  that  airport. 

So  it  is  not  just  a  question  of  being  able  to  hang  on  to  a  piece 
here  or  there.  I  think  that  is  probably  the  short  answer. 

But  I  would  like  to  just  broadly  answer  the  question  that  in  prac- 
tically all  developments  of  airports,  I  would  say  90  percent  or  more 
of  capital  development  that  goes  into  the  airport  system,  these  de- 
velopment plans  have  been  agreed  to  by  the  airlines. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Well,  I  understand  that.  When  I  built  my  first  house, 
I  built  two  homes.  The  first  house,  we  had  the  plans,  and  it  called 
for  a  garage,  air  conditioning,  everything  else.  When  we  got  near 
the  end,  we  asked  the  builder  to  leave  the  air  conditioning  com- 
pressor off  and  we  didn't  build  a  garage,  until  we  could  later  afford 
it. 

I  guess  conditions  change,  and  they  may  have  agreed  to  it,  and 
during — no  disrespect  to  Mr.  Bellino— during  the  "terrible  days"  of 
the  Reagan  administration,  we  were  creating  new  jobs  and  the 
economy  was  booming.  Things  have  changed. 

I  just  think  the  airline — airport  operators  have  to  be  sensitive, 
because  you  lose  jobs,  you  lose  flights,  you  lose  markets,  because  we 
are  losing — I  think  your  testimony  said,  100,000  jobs? 

Mr.  Fleming.  No,  sir. 

Mr.  Wolf.  You  lost  how  many  thousand? 

Mr.  Fleming.  I  didn't  cite  a  job-loss  figure  in  the  airline  indus- 
try. It  may  have  been  in  the  earlier  testimony  from  Mr. — 100,000 
was  the  correct  number. 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  guess  that  would — just  to  ask  you  one  other  ques- 
tion, did  your  airport  counsel  take  a  position  on  the  Denver  air- 
port? Are  they  going  to  be  members  of  your  association? 

Mr.  Howard.  I  don't  remember  explicit  formal  directions  on 
Denver,  but  we  certainly  support  it.  I  think  that  although  it  may 
be — who  knows,  it  may  be  the  last  major  airport  in  the  country 
that  ever  gets  built,  I  still  think  that  when  you  look  10  years,  five 
years  down  the  road,  the  nation  is  going  to  be  very  happy  that  it 
has  got  it. 

The  same  kinds  of  attitudes  about  Denver  were  expressed  in 
former  years  about  Dulles,  which  went  for  years  under-utilized, 
Newark  airport 
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Mr.  Wolf.  Aren't  they  closing  Stapleton  down? 

Mr.  Howard.  Yes. 

Mr.  Wolf.  So  you  are  not  really  getting  any  more  capacity. 

Mr.  Howard.  No.  Far  more  capacity. 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  think  there  are  fewer  gates  at  the  new  airport  than 
at  Stapleton. 

Mr.  Howard.  The  potential  for  increasing  traffic  at  the  new  air- 
port is  very,  very  considerable  over  Stapleton.  Stapleton  had,  as  I 
remember,  under  certain  kinds  of  weather  conditions,  pretty  much 
of  a  one-runway  operation  at  some  times.  I  think  you  are  looking 
at  a  major,  major  improvement  in  capacity  in  the  long  run. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Thank  you  very  much. 

If  any  of  you  on  the  panel  have  any  recommendations  as  to  how 
you  could  legitimately,  without  interfering  too  much  in  the  FAA 
process,  think  of  coming  up  with  a  joint  audit  team,  or  a  team  that 
would  go  in  to  look  at  FAA  on  a  friendly  basis,  if  you  will,  not  on 
the  basis  of  attacking  or  criticizing  anybody.  Obviously  you  know 
more  about  the  air  traffic  control  problem. 

If  you  have  any  thoughts  with  regard  to  that,  or 

Mr.  Bellino.  We  use  OMB's  circular  A-109  and  A-76,  which 
ensure  that — A-109  ensures  a  program  or  a  project  prior  to  it 
moving  from  one  phase  to  another  and  full  implementation,  that 
the  FAA  can  justify  that  it  does  operate  according  to  specifications, 
and  that  it  will  complete  the  job  for  the  Federal  Government. 

We  normally  raise  that  issue  with  the  FAA. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Do  they  listen  to  you? 

Mr.  Bellino.  We  then  come  to  the  Hill,  sir. 

Mr.  JoHANNSSEN.  If  I  may,  three  years  ago,  we  reached  a  consen- 
sus agreement  between  PASS  and  the  FAA  top  level  management. 
I  participate  with  the  executive  steering  group  on  just  about  what- 
ever goes  on  in  the  FAA,  and  we  have  some  input  there.  But  about 
three  years  ago,  in  the  airways  facility  segment,  and  I  want  to  be 
very  specific,  we  now  have  working  folks,  people  the  field,  at  the 
birth  of  many  ideas,  and  follow  them  through  delivery,  and  we  find 
that  to  be  a  wonderful  way  of  finding  some  of  the  things  that  that 
person  in  the  field  might  have  experienced  or  knows  the  engineer- 
ing or  designing  but  hasn't  quite  thought  about  or  had  the  experi- 
ence or  opportunity  to  understand.  Within  the  airways  facility,  we 
have  started  that  approach  and  it  is  working  very  well. 

Last  week  I  testified  on  the  AAS  and  the  reason  for  the  delays 
and  whether  IBM  should  be  allowed  to  continue  and  FAA  should 
spend  all  that  money.  We  normally  have  been  a  critic  of  the  FAA. 
I  supported  the  IBM  and  FAA  effort  even  though  it  is  a  few  years 
late  and  a  couple  of  bucks  over,  because  they  are  doing  the  right 
thing.  They  fell  into  some  traps,  but  they  are  doing  the  right  thing. 

At  that  time  I  advised  them  that  if  I  am  an  elected  person,  take 
my  10  worst  critics,  because  they  find  things  to  criticize  anywhere, 
and  send  them  in.  I  think  they  will  take  me  up  on  it. 

Mr.  Wolf.  This  is  not  meant  to  reflect  negatively  on  anyone  be- 
cause we  are  not  criticizing  anyone.  I  want  the  record  to  show  that. 
But  what  administrator  of  the  last  20  years  in  FAA  do  you  think 
was — I  don't  want  to  say  the  best,  but  was  one  of  the  best  and  open 
to  change  and  ideas  and  was  flexible  and  just  did  a  good  job? 
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Let  me  make  sure  the  record  states  I  am  not  inferring  that 
anyone  who  was  an  FAA  administrator  did  a  poor  job.  But  when 
you  think  over  the  last  20  years,  who  comes  to  mind?  Maybe  we 
will  just  go  right  down  the  line. 

Mr.  JoHANNSSEN.  Joe  Del  Balzo. 

Mr.  Wolf.  You  can  skip 

Mr.  Belling.  No,  sir,  I  would  be  more  than  happy.  I  am  trying  to 
think  of  his  name.  He  came  from  Federal  Express,  I  believe. 

Mr.  Carr.  T.  Allen  McCarter. 

Mr.  Fleming.  Joe  Del  Balzo. 

Mr.  Howard.  I  am  going  to  have  to  defer  to  my  colleague,  but  I 
am  very  impressed  by  what  the  acting  administrator  has  been 
doing. 

Mr.  PoRiTZKY.  I  agree. 

Mr.  Brown.  It  is  kind  of  an  accumulation,  but  I  think  Jim 
Busey,  the  most  recent  Administrator,  probably  benefitted  a  lot 
from  his  predecessors  and  finished  a  number  of  things  we  were  all 
interested  in. 

Mr.  PoRiTZKY.  May  I  add  just  one  point  on  the  advisory  question 
that  you  asked?  I  think  it  is  fair  to  say,  and  several  of  us  worked 
very  closely  with  FAA  on  a  number  of  issues,  that  there  has  not 
been  a  shortage  of  FAA  asking  or  receiving  advice,  often  in  very 
ghastly  detail. 

I  think,  for  example,  most  recently  FAA  has  used  the  Aviation 
System  Capacity  Advisory  Committee,  which  George  Howard 
chairs,  to  establish  a  special  task  force  on  the  advanced  automation 
system  and  its  problems. 

Several  of  us  worked  with  FAA  on  the  runway  incursion  and  air- 
port surface  transportation  management  working  group.  And  there 
are  probably  a  dozen  others.  So  that  I  think  the  question  really  is 
not — it  is  certainly  not  in  my  mind — whether  FAA  asks  for  advice 
or  receives  it.  They  get  quite  a  little. 

And  I  think  from  my  experience  in  the  last  five,  six  years,  FAA 
has  made  itself  very  open  to  such  input.  And  I  would  argue  that 
they  have  acted  on  quite  a  lot  of  it. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  want  to  thank  all  of  you  for  your  patience  and  your 
attentiveness  to  the  needs  of  the  committee.  We  really  appreciate 
it. 

With  that,  this  meeting  in  the  Transportation  Appropriations 
Subcommittee  is  adjourned. 


Thursday,  April  1,  1993. 

CAPITAL  METROPOLITAN  TRANSPORTATION  AUTHORITY 

WITNESSES 

HON.  JJ.  PICKLE,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE 

OF  TEXAS 
ANTHONY  M.  KOUNESKI,  GENERAL  MANAGER,  CAPITAL  METRO,  AUSTIN, 

TEXAS 
CELIA  KUPERSMITH,  ASSISTANT  GENERAL  MANAGER,  CAPITAL  METRO, 

AUSTIN,  TEXAS 

Mr.  Carr.  We  will  call  this  meeting  of  the  Transportation  Appro- 
priations Subcommittee  to  order. 

Our  first  witness  is  our  good  friend  from  Texas,  the  Hon.  J.J. 
Pickle. 

Would  you  like  to  come  up  and  tell  us  what  your  plans  are? 

Mr.  Pickle.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  com- 
mittee. 

I  am  from  Austin,  Texas,  one  of  the  most  beautiful  cities  in  the 
United  States  and  we  are  growing.  And  like  any  major  growing 
city  over  500,000,  we  are  faced  with  serious  transportation  prob- 
lems. The  Austin  Metro  Council  is  attempting  to  do  something 
about  it  and  have  made  some  great  plans.  They  have  done  it  care- 
fully and  with  full  cooperation  of  the  public.  They  are  going  to  do 
that  this  fall  with  election  and  with  a  promise  of  meeting  at  least 
50  percent  of  the  cost. 

We  are  proud  to  have  Tony  Kouneski,  the  general  manager  of 
the  Austin  Metro  system.  I  have  had  the  privilege  of  working  with 
him  individuadly  now  for  about  5  or  6  years.  I  know  the  thorough- 
ness of  the  commitment  that  he  gives  to  this  kind  of  a  program. 

I  am  pleased  to  present  him  to  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  to  ask  for 
your  full  consideration  of  his  program  which  he  will  present  to  you 
now. 

Mr.  Carr.  We  are  pleased  to  have  you  here. 

Mr.  Kouneski.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the 
committee.  I  have  a  brief  statement  I  wish  to  make  on  behalf  of 
our  request. 

Capital  Metro  is  a  regional  transportation  authority  in  Austin, 
Texas.  We  were  created  in  1985  by  a  local  area  vote.  We  are  funded 
by  a  .75  percent  sales  tax,  although  we  are  authorized  to  collect  a  1 
percent  sales  tax.  Capital  Metro  currently  provides  a  variety  of 
transportation  services — fixed  route  and  express  services,  dollar 
rides,  and  van  pools,  special  transit  for  the  disabled,  and  shuttle 
service  for  the  University  of  Texas.  We  operate  over  400  buses 
daily  and  our  ridership  has  increased  62  percent  from  1985. 

Over  that  same  period  of  time,  our  cost  per  passenger  has  de- 
creEised  almost  50  percent. 

(1077) 
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Transit  rides  per  capita  in  Austin  are  40.7.  This  is  significantly 
above  most  cities  of  similar  size  and  characteristics,  particularly  in 
the  southwest. 

Looking  to  the  future,  the  metropolitan  planning  in  Austin  has  a 
plan  which  includes  100  miles  of  fixed  guideway  by  the  year  2020. 
Our  analysis  indicates  that  if  a  fixed  guideway  system  is  not  imple- 
mented, additional  freeway  lanes  through  highly  developed  corri- 
dors would  have  to  be  built,  a  more  expensive  option  for  the  com- 
munity. 

Capital  Metro  began  its  work  in  1986  to  identify  specific  transit 
needs  for  the  future.  We  have  identified  the  north/central  corridor, 
which  includes  the  downtown  State  office  complex,  the  University 
of  Texas  campus,  as  well  as  several  high  tech  industry  campuses. 
This  specific  project  is  a  14-mile  light  rail  system  operating  at 
grade  connecting  all  these  major  employment  sites  with  residential 
neighborhoods  along  the  alignment. 

The  project  is  projected  to  cost  $207  million.  Capital  Metro  is  pro- 
posing to  pay  for  this  system  with  50  percent  local  funds,  and  hope- 
fully 50  percent  Federal  funds.  Our  financial  analysis  shows  that 
we  are  clearly  able  to  meet  our  local  match  requirements  and  oper- 
ate the  system  once  it  is  functional.  In  fiscal  year  1994,  we  are  re- 
questing $6  million  to  allow  us  to  move  into  preliminary  engineer- 
ing. 

To  date,  all  planning  expenses  have  been  locally  funded.  There  is 
$15  million  of  Federal  funds  already  invested  in  Austin  through 
the  purchase  of  abandoned  railroad  right-of-way,  on  which  50  per- 
cent of  this  project  would  operate. 

We  are  here  today  to  seek  your  support  for  our  request  of  $6  mil- 
lion and  are  now  prepared  to  answer  any  questions  you  might  have 
about  the  project. 

Thank  you. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Kouneski  follows:] 
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PROPOSED 

UGHT  RAIL  TRANSIT  SYSTEM 
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Capital  Metro  ^^^ 


March  25,  1993 


The  Honorable  Bob  Carr 

Chairman 

House  Appropriations  Subcommittee  on  Transportation 

and  Related  Agencies 

2358  Rayburn  HOB 

Washington,  D.C.   20515-2206 

Dear  Chairman  Carr: 

Capital  Metro  is  scheduled  to  appear  before  the  House 
Appropriations  Subcommittee  on  Transportation  and  Related 
Agencies  on  April  1st  to  request  support  for  Austin's  proposed 
light  rail  transit  system.   We  are  specifically  seeking  a  FY 
1994  appropriation  of  $6  million  which  would  fund  a  portion  of 
the  engineering  costs  for  this  project.   This  letter  and  the 
attached  material  is  offered  as  background  information  for  our 
request. 

The  proposed  light  rail  transit  system  is  expected  to 
provide  improved  transit  travel  times,  increase  transit  usage, 
reduce  traffic  Congestion,  and  result  in  fewer  adverse 
environmental  impacts  than  other  comparable  transportation 
capacity  improvements.   For  these  reasons,  the  light  rail 
proposal  has  received  wide  ranging  local  support.   Capital  Metro 
has  received  letters  and  resolutions  endorsing  the  project  from 
the  Metropolitan  Planning  Organization,  the  Texas  Department  of 
Transportation,  and  appointed  and  elected  officials  and  citizen 
groups,  copies  of  which  are  enclosed. 

Capital  Metro  is  capable  of  providing  a  50  percent  local 
share  of  the  project  cost,  and  has  established  a  fixed  guideway 
development  reserve  fund  that  currently  stands  at  $8.5  million. 
The  50  percent  local  share  is  a  feasible  commitment,  given 
Capital  Metro's  dedicated  sales  tax  authority  currently  at  3/4 
percent.   To  date,  planning  activities  totalling  approximately 
$3  million  have  been  funded  exclusively  from  local  transit 
revenues.   Federal  participation  is  evident  in  the  project 
through  the  purchase  of  railroad  right-of-way  on  which 
approximately  half  of  the  proposed  starter  line  alignment  is 
located. 


Capital  Metropolitan  Transportation  Authority 

2910  East  Fifth  Street,  Austin,  Texas  78702  (512)  389-7400 
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The  Honorable  Bob  Carr 
March  25,  19S3 
Page  Two 


We  believe  this  project  to  be  consistent  with  national 
transportation  policy  objectives  and  critical  to  the  future 
mobility  needs  and  economic  vitality  of  Austin.   We  look  forward 
to  our  appearance  before  the  Committee  and  the  opportunity  of 
working  with  you  to  further  develop  this  important  project. 


Sincerely, 


Anthony 
General 


M.  Kouneski 
\  Manager 


Enclosures 


cc:   Subcommittee  Members 

Congressman  J.J.  Pickle 
Mr.  Del  Davis 
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Capital  Metropolitan  Transportation  Authority 

March,  1993 

THE  NEED  FOR  EXPANDED  TRANSIT 

In  1985,  voters  in  the  Austin  region  approved  Capital  Metro's 
legislatively  mandated  mission  to  reduce  automobile  congestion, 
improve  air  quality  and  enhance  regional  economic  development. 
These  goals  have  guided  Capital  Metro's  service  planning  and 
performance  in  both  the  short-term  provision  of  improved  transit 
services,  and  in  the  preparation  of  long  term  f ixed-guideway 
plans. 

Capital  Metro's  proposal  to  provide  light  rail  transit  service 
in  the  Northwest/North  Central  corridor  of  Austin  is  a  major 
step  in  the  direction  of  fulfilling  the  legislative  mandate. 
More  significantly,  the  long-range  transportation  plan  adopted 
by  the  Austin  Transportation  Study  (which  is  the  Metropolitan 
Planning  Organization  for  the  Austin  region)  includes  75  one-way 
miles  of  express  bus  service  and  approximately  100  one-way  miles 
of  f ixed-guideway  transit.   The  proposed  light  rail  "starter 
line"  is  the  first  step  in  the  development  of  the  long-term 
plan. 

Since  1986,  Capital  Metro  has  been  studying  alternative  transit 
plans  in  response  to  Austin's  changing  travel  needs.   The  Austin 
region  has  experienced  a  substantial  population  increase  during 
the  last  forty  years,  and  is  expected  to  double  its  population 
within  the  next  25-30  years.   Travel  in  the  Northwest/North 
Central  corridor  of  Austin,  which  is  heavily  influenced  by  the 
close  proximity  of  the  University  of  Texas,  the  state  capitol 
office  complex  and  the  downtown  business  district,  has  grown 
significantly  in  recent  years,  leading  to  severe  traffic 
congestion.   The  forecasted  increase  in  employment  for  the 
downtown/ state  office/UT  area  makes  central  Austin  one  of  the 
highest  growth  areas  in  the  entire  region.   Providing  for  a  high 
level  of  mobility  into  and  out  of  this  central  area  is  one  of 
the  highest  transportation  priorities  in  Austin. 

Transit,  and  in  particular  light  rail  transit  (LRT),  can  help  to 
meet  this  priority.   Light  rail  will  provide  better 
transportation  service  to  the  residents  of  the  corridor  as 
measured  by  improved  transit  travel  times.   The  average  LRT 
rider  is  expected  to  save  about  5  minutes  per  trip  over  a  bus 
rider.   The  LRT  alternative  is  also  expected  to  provide  better 
transit  service  to  transit-dependent  persons.   These  include 
University  of  Texas  and  other  area  college  students,  persons 
with  mobility  impairments,  non-auto  households,  and  households 
with  more  workers  than  automobiles. 
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The  Need  for  Expanded  Transit,  continued 

A  light  rail  transit  system  will  also  increase  transit  usage  as 
measured  by  total  daily  transit  trips  and  the  number  of  weekday 
LRT  boardings.   Current  forecasts  of  long-term  travel  in  the 
Austin  region  show  an  increase  in  the  percentage  of  total  daily 
trips  on  transit  from  3.3  percent  without  fixed  guideway  to  5.0 
percent  with  fixed  guideway.   With  light  rail,  the  mode-split  in 
the  peak  hours  would  increase  to  12  percent,  thereby  freeing  up 
even  greater  roadway  capacity  during  peak  traffic  loading 
periods . 

Light  rail  is  expected  to  reduce  traffic  congestion  within  the 
corridor  as  measured  by  reduced  automobile  trips.   The 
Northwest/North  Central  corridor  is  roughly  bounded  by 
Interstate  Highway  35  on  the  east  and  Loop  1  (MoPac  Boulevard) 
on  the  west.   These  two  parallel  north-south  freeways  provide 
major  access  to  Austin's  downtown  area,  which  includes  the 
Central  Business  District,  the  State  Capitol  Complex,  and  the 
University  of  Texas.   The  corridor  also  encompasses  major 
industry  employers.   The  LRT  alternative,  providing  service 
within  this  corridor,  is  expected  to  help  relieve  future  traffic 
congestion  on  these  freeways.   Current  long-term  travel  demand 
modeling  indicates  a  need  for  additional  freeway  lanes  for  both 
IH-35  and  Loop  1  if  fixed  guideway  transit  service  is  not 
provided. 

The  light  rail  system  will  accommodate  future  mobility  needs  in 
a  way  that  will  minimize  adverse  environmental  impacts.  By 
reducing  air  pollution  and  improving  mobility,  the  LRT 
alternative  is  expected  to  accommodate  economic  development  and 
revitalization  without  sacrificing  the  quality  of  life.   Without 
a  fixed  guideway  transit  system,  IH-35  and  Loop  1  would  require 
widening  if  they  are  to  operate  at  acceptable  levels  of  service 
in  the  future.   However,  because  these  freeways  traverse 
well-developed  urban  areas,  neither  can  be  sufficiently  widened 
without  adverse  consequences  for  the  surrounding  areas. 

In  summary,  the  proposed  light  rail  transit  starter  line  is  a 
key  component  of  this  region's  efforts  to  achieve  a  balanced 
transportation  system  capable  of  sustaining  the  mobility, 
quality  of  life  and  economic  vitality  that  has  traditionally 
characterized  the  Austin  area. 

More  specific  information  is  contained  in  the  following  pages, 
including  a  profile  of  Capital  Metro  and  its  current  operating 
characteristics,  maps  showing  the  long-term  fixed  guideway 
system  and  proposed  starter  line,  population  and  employment 
forecasts,  the  draft  project  profile  developed  for  FTA's  3-j 
report,  and  evidence  of  local  support. 
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Capital  Metro  ^  "^ 


CAPITAL  METROPOLITAN  TRANSPORTATION  AUTHORITY 

In  January  1985,  the  Capital  Metropolitan  Transportation 
Authority,  a  public  transportation  system  for  the  Austin  area, 
was  created  under  the  provisions  of  Article  lllSx  (VTCS)  by  a 
vote  of  the  public.   In  addition  to  the  City  of  Austin,  Capital 
Metro's  service  area  includes  the  cities  of  Pf lugerville.  Manor, 
San  Leanna,  Cedar  Park,  Leander,  Jonestown,  Lago  Vista,  Travis 
County  Commissioner  Precinct  2  and  the  Anderson  Mill  area  of 
Willieunson  County. 

Basic  features  of  the  transit  authority  include  the  following: 

o  Number  of  Operating  Vehicles  -  418 

o  Number  of  Bus  Routes  -  62 

o  1992  Systemwide  Ridership  -  26.9  million  trips 

o  Service  Area  Size  -  417  square  miles 

o  Service  Area  Population  -  535,000 

o  Local  Funding  Source  -  3/4-cent  sales  tax 

o  Number  of  Alternatively  Fueled  Vehicles  -  120  (end  of  1992) 

o   Public  Transportation  Mobility  Fund  -  Since  1987,  more  than 
$27  million  made  available  to  local  agencies  for  street 
repairs  on  transit  routes,  sidewalk  construction  and  other 
transit-related  capital  improvements. 

o   Types  of  Service  Provided: 

-Fixed-Route  Radial  and  Crosstown  Routes 

-University  of  Texas  Shuttle  Routes 

-Express  Park-and-Ride  Routes 

-Downtown  Trolley  Buses 

-Door-thru-Door  Paratransit  Service  for  the  Disabled 

-Suburban  Dial-a-Ride  Service 

-Vanpooling  and  Carpooling  Service 

-Public  Event  Service 


Capital  Metropolitan  Transportation  Authority 

2910  East  Fifth  Street,  Austin,  Texas  78702  (512)  389-7400 
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CAPITAL  METRO 
RIDERSHIP  FIGURES 
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YEAR     1985    1986    1987    1988     1989     1990      1991    1992* 


•projected 


KEY 


1985-  Only  in  operation  6  months 

1988-  Management  of  UT  Shunle  started  in  September 
UT  Shuttle  accoiinted  for  3,287,080  passenger  trips 

1989-  Free  Fats  started  in  October 

UT  Shuttle  accounted  for  8,052,230  passenger  trips 

1990-  Full  year  of  Free  Fare 

UT  Shuttle  accounted  for  8,256,600  passenger  trips 

1991-  Fiw  Fare  ended  December  31, 1990 

UT  Shuttle  accounted  for  8,3 16, 130  passenger  tnps 
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CAPITAL  METRO 
OPERATING  COST  PER  PASSENGER 

(SYSTEM  WIDE) 


YEAR      1986      1987     1988     1989*     1990'    1991     199r 
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PEER  CITIES  COMPARISON  -  JANUARY  -  OCTOBER  1991 
Based  on  Calender  Year 


• 

SERVICE  AREA 

RIDERSHIP 

CITY 

POPULATION 

RIDERSHIP 

PER  CAPITA 

Portland,  OR 

1.141,500 

48,266,000 

42.3 

Seattle.  WA 

1 ,500,000 

61 .758,000 

41.2 

Austin.  TX 

538,632 

21.903.268 

40.7 

San  Antonio.  TX 

1.161,171 

39.895,233 

34.4 

Tucson.  AZ 

405.390 

12,862,377 

31.7 

Houston,  TX 

2,712,000 

73,172,560 

27.0 

Dallas,  TX 

1,723,989 

35,524,870 

20.6 

El  Paso,  TX 

532,000 

10,953.109 

20.6 

Dayton,  OH 

571,000 

11,085,648 

19.4 

Sacramento,  CA 

1,041,219 

18,429,200 

17.7 

Memphis.  TN 

702.512 

10,890.498 

15.5 

Fort  Worth.  TX 

447.619 

4,817,134 

10.8 

Kansas  City.  MO 

1 ,489.736 

15,464.849 

10:4 

Corpus  Christ!.  TX 

300.600 

2,999,645 

10.0 

AVERAGE 

1.019.098 

26.287,314 

25.8 

(Jan-Aug) 
(Jan-Sep) 


NOTES: 

1)  Service  Area  Population  is  based  on  1990  Census  data 

2)  All  figures  provided  by  the  respective  transit  agency 

3)  January  -  October  figures  were  not  available  from  Memphis 
or  Kansas  City.  Values  were  estimated  from  ridership 

for  period  shown. 

4)  If  the  UT  Shuttle  is  excluded  from  the  Austin  ridership, 
the  ridership  per  capita  becomes  27.8. 
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HIGH-TECH 
INDUSTRIES 
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KEY  POINTS: 

•  $207  MILLION  CAPITAL  COST  * 

•  LCX:AL  &  FEDERAL  FUNDING 

•  $5.4  MILUON  ANNUAL  COST  * 
TO  OPERATE  &  MAINTAIN 

•  14.0  MILES,  18  STATIONS 

•  USES  RAILROAD  AND  CITY 
STREET  RIQHT-OF-WAY 

•  ELECTRICALLY    POWERED 

•  PREUMINARY  YEAR  2000  DAILY 
RIDERSHIP  FORECAST:    20,000 

•  164«INUrE  SERVICE 

•  BOND  EUECnON  IN  1893^4 

•  POSSIBLE  TO  BEQIN  SERVICE 
BETWEEN  1998  -  1999 
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Austin  Transportation  Study 

Forecast  for  Central  Austin,  Texas 


June,  1991 
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University  of  Texas  Student  Enrollment 
University  of  Texas  Employment 
Downtown  &  Capitol  Area  Employment 
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77,800 


2020 


Capital  Metropolitan  Transportation  Authority 
May,  1992 
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Description 


Status 


DRAFT 
PROJECT  PROFILE 

Austin  -  Northwest /North  Central  Corridor 
Austin,  Texas 
(January  1993) 

o  Capital  Metro  has  resumed  their  alternatives 
analysis  to  evaluate  transit  alternatives  for 
the  14-inile  Northwest/North  Central 
Corridor.   The  light  rail  alternative  would 
use  an  at-grade  alignment  that  will  make  use 
of  both  street  and  railroad  right-of-way. 
Alignment  options  exist  in  the  downtown  area, 
the  State  Hospital  area,  and  various  State 
office  complexes.   The  total  estimated  cost 
of  the  light  rail  alternative  is  $175  million 
(1991  dollars) .  (♦) 

o  FTA  approved  the  resumption  of  alternatives 
analysis  in  November  1992.   Approval  of  a 
draft  EIS  is  not  expected  before  late  1993. 
Capital  Metro  has  tentative  plans  to  hold  a 
bond  referendum  in  November  1993. 

The  Intermodal  Surface  Transportation 
Efficiency  Act  (ISTEA)  did  not  authorize 
funding  for  this  project,  nor  has  Congress 
appropriated  any  funds. 


Justification 


Mobility  Improvements.  The  North 
Central/Northwest  corridor  has  an 
exceptionally  large  number  of  jobs  for  a  city 
the  size  of  Austin.   Information  on  the 
mobility  improvements  of  the  various 
alternatives  will  be  developed  during 
alternatives  analysis. 

Cost  Effectiveness.  In  the  prior  alternatives 
analysis  study,  the  most  cost  effective  light 
rail  alternative  had  an  index  of  $15/new 
rider.   However,  the  cost  of  the  project  has 
been  scaled  back  considerably,  from  $240-$280 
million  to  $175  million  (*).   Updated  indices 
will  be  developed  during  alternatives 
analysis.   Preliminary  calculations  indicate 
that  the  CEI  number  will  fall  in  the  $10-$13 
range. 
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Northwest /North  Central  Corridor-Austin,  Texas 

o   Environmental  Benefits.  Austin  is  in 
attainment  of  the  National  Ambient  Air 
Quality  Standards  for  ozone  and  carbon 
monoxide.   At  this  time  FTA  has  no 
information  ediout  the  reduction  in  emissions 
that  would  result  from  any  of  the 
alternatives . 

o  Operating  efficiencies.  FTA  has  no 
information  at  this  time. 

Local  o  Capital  Metro  is  expected  to  seek  Section  3 

Financial  new  start  funding  for  50  percent  of  the  cost 

Commitment         of  a  14-mile  starter  system.   When  Capital 

Metro  was  formed  back  in  1985,  it  was 
authorized  to  collect  up  to  one  cent  in  sales 
tax  to  support  operations  and  capital 
programs.   Presently,  three  quarters  of  one 
cent  is  being  collected.   Early  projections 
indicate  that  a  50  percent  local  share  of  the 
capital  investment  could  be  generated  without 
an  increase  in  the  three  quarters  percent 
sales  tax.   A  bond  referendum  is  planned  for 
the  Fall  of  1993.   Capital  Metro's  Board 
recently  raised  their  fixed  guideway  reserve 
fund  from  $5  Million  to  $8.5  Million.   FTA 
has  rated  Austin's  capital  financing  plan  as 
"high"  since  a  funding  source  for  the  local 
share  is  already  in  place. 

The  stediility  and  reliability  of  Capital 
Metro's  operating  revenues  is  rated  "medium 
to  high".   Operating  costs  are  covered  by  the 
three  quarters  percent  sales  tax  ( 82 
percent),  farebox  revenues  (15  percent), 
federal  assistance  (2  percent).   Capital 
Metro ' s  system  is  being  adequately  maintained 
and  replaced  through  continuing 
reinvestment.   (In  1990,  the  average  age  of 
Capital  Metro's  bus  fleet  was  4.5  years.) 

( * )  This  draft  was  prepared  by  the  Federal  Transit 
Administration  in  consultation  with  the  Capital  Metropolitan 
Transportation  Authority  in  December,  1992.   Capital  Metro  has 
recently  completed  a  review  of  the  capital  cost  estimate  for  the 
project.   The  revised  cost  estimate,  in  1992  dollars,  is 
approximately  $207  million. 
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LOCAL  SUPPORT 

For  Light  Rail  Transit 


Capital  Metropolitan  Transportation  Authority  March,  1993 


PUBLIC  oPiNioKi  Surveys 
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SEPTEMBER         JANUARY         SEPTEMBER       DECEMBER 
CATEGORY  1991  1992  1992  1992 


Awareness  of  Project 

45% 

66% 

57% 

70% 

Support  for  Project 

67% 

72% 

72% 

74% 

Opposition  to  Project 

12% 

12% 

23% 

21% 

No  Opinion 

21% 

16% 

5% 

5% 
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AUSTIN       TRANSPORTATION       STUDT 

C/0  City  of  Austin 

P.O.   Box  1088 

Austin,  Texas  78767 

(512)  499-2275 


March  25,  1993 

The  Honorable  Bob  Carr,  Chairman 
Appropriations  Subcommittee  on  Transportation 
2358  Rayburn,  HOB 
Washington,  D.C.  20515-6027 

Dear  Chairman  Carr: 

I  am  writing  in  support  of  the  Capital  Metropolitan  Transportation 
Authority's  request  for  funding  for  the  light  rail  transit  starter  line  in 
Austin.  The  Capital  Metro  starter  line  is  the  first  phase  of  a  100-mile 
fixed  guidevay  system  adopted  by  ATS  in  its  Regional  Long  Range 
Transportation  Plan  in  1986,  and  is  therefore  consistent  with  that  Plan. 

The  light  rail  transit  line  is  vital  for  the  future  transportation  system 
of  the  Austin  Metropolitan  Area.  It  will  help  to  move  us  beyond  an  almost 
total  reliance  on  automobile  travel  so  that  we  can  reduce  congestion  and 
continue  to  meet  air  quality  standards  as  we  manage  the  healthy  growth 
which  is  forecasted  for  this  area. 

The  early  implementation  of  the  starter  line  will  generate  momentum  in 
creating  a  balanced  transportation  system.  I  strongly  endorse  Capital 
Metro's  request  and  encourage  your  support. 

Sincerely, 


Senator  Gonzalo  Barrientos, 
Chairman,  Policy  Advisory  Committee 
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Texas  Department  of  Transportation 

DEWrrrC  GREER  state  HIGHV*Y  BLDG  •125E.inWSTREET«AUSTW,TEXAS7r0V2483»(512)463«85 


JUL  3  1  1992 


July  27,    1992 


g:.v5  office 


Mr.  Tony  Kouneski 

Gernal  Manager 

Capital  Area  Metropolitan 

Transit  Authority 
2910  East  5th  Street 
Austin,  Texas    78702 

Dear  Mr.  Kouneski: 

Thank  you  for  the  excellent  briefing  on  Capitol  Metro's  proposed 
light  rail  project  for  the  City  of  Austin.  It  is  quite  apparent 
that  you  and  your  staff  have  done  a  significant  amount  of  work  on 
this  proposal.   We  appreciate  you  keeping  us  infozmed. 

From  your  presentation  it  is  clear  that  we  share  many  of  the  sane 
goals  with  respect  to  transporting  people.  As  such  we  support 
your  endeavors  as  you  continue  to  develop  the  proposed  light  rail 
project. 

We  encourage  you  to  continue  your  close  working  relationship  with 
our  Austin  District  Office  and  our  Division  of  Public 
Transportation.  Working  together  I  an  confident  that  we  can  solve 
many  of  the  transportation  problems  in  the  Austin  Area. 


fnold  W.^  t>liver,  P.E. 
cecutive  Director 
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RESOLDTION 

WHEREAS,  the  City  Council  has  charged  the  Urban 
Transportation  Commission  with  the  responsibility  for  those 
issues  related  to  the  Capital  Metropolitan  Transportation 
Authority;  and 

WHEREAS,  Austinplan  and  the  corresponding  Transporta- 
tion Plan,  includes  specific  assumptions  related  to  a  year 
2020  transit  system  and  the  land  use  plans  for  the  sectors 
include  land  use  intensity  levels  to  promote  such  a  system; 
and 

WHEREAS,  it  is  in  the  best  interests  of  the  City  and 
its  residents  that  a  strategic  transit  and  transportation 
plan  be  adopted  to  provide  the  focus  for  future  activities, 
which  is  prepared  in  conjunction  with  Capital  Metro  and 
other  involved  agencies  and  with  the  concurrence  of  the 
affected  neighborhoods;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  Capital  Metropolitan  Transportation 
Authority,  within  their  1990  budget,  has  not  included  any 
work  effort  toward  realizing  the  implementation  of  such  a 
system;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  Urban  Transportation  Commission  and  the 
City  Council  have  within  the  last  year  passed  a  resolution 
that  recommended  that  such  implementation  be  given  a  high 
priority  and  that  the  Authority  should  work  toward  an 
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operating  data  of  1994;  and 

WHEREAS,  a  proposal  has  been  brought  to  the  Capital 
Metropolitan  Transportation  Authority  for  a  Minimum  Operable 
Segment  which  the  Capital  Metropolitan  Transportation 
Authority  should  be  acting  upon  in  the  near  term;  NOW, 
THEREFORE 

BE  IT  RESOLVED  BT  THE  CITT  COUNCIL  OF  THE  CITT  OF  AUSTIN s 
That  the  City  Council  requests  that  the  Capital 
Metropolitan  Transportation  Authority  Board  of  Directors, 
(hereinafter  Capital  Metro),  give  the  highest  priority  to 
the  development  of  a  cost  effective  and  financially 
affordable  rapid  transit  system  that  will  increase 
efficiency  emd  upgrade  the  level  of  transit  service  to  meet 
the  mobility  needs  of  the  community  and  fulfill  the  purposes 
of  Capital  Metro  as  originally  endorsed  by  area  voters  in 
creating  the  agency  in  1985; 

BE  IT  FURTHER  RESOLVED,  that  the  City  Council  requests 
Capital  Metro  to  develop  and  deliver  the  timetable  for 
development  of  a  rapid  transit  system  for  Austin,  including, 
but  not  limited  to,  identification  of  necessary  work 
elements,  time  frame  for  implementation  of  work  elements  and 
projected  cost  of  work  elements  and  construction  on  or 
before  June  1,  1990; 
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BE  IT  FURTHER  RESOLVED,  that  City  Council  directs  the 
City  Manager  to  transmit  this  resolution  to  Capital  Metro 
and  to  coordinate  with  the  Capital  Metro  staff  to  implement 
the  actions  herein  requested. 


ADOPTED 


»   (J  fill  y,  5 ,  1990   ATTEST t^a»w/a,  cC  ^^f^tX^; 

Aldridge 


CJHtscy 
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P  II  V,  5 ,  1990   ATTEST t(Al.»w/a,  i 

Ijames  E. 


City  Clerk 
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Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you  very  much.  I  appreciate  the  brevity  of  your 
remarks.  They  were  clear  and  concise. 

In  your  match,  are  you  intending  to  use  any  of  section  9? 

Mr.  KouNESKi.  No. 

Mr.  Carr.  What  is  the  work  population  of  the  area? 

Mr.  KouNESKi.  In  that  specific  corridor,  the  employment  is  about 
120,000  employees  just  in  the  downtown  area.  We  have  the  Univer- 
sity of  Texas  and  the  State  office  complex  and  the  downtown  area 
all  concentrated  in  about  a  30-block  area,  which  amounts  to  about 
120,000  jobs. 

Mr.  Carr.  The  university  is  in  that  number? 

Mr.  KouNESKi.  That  is  correct.  That  does  not  include  the  student 
population,  however,  which  is  about  50,000. 

Mr.  Carr.  Have  you  considered  transitways? 

Mr.  KouNESKi.  Yes,  we  have.  We  went  through  an  exhaustive 
analysis  and  continue  to  look  at  bus  alternatives.  We  looked  at  a 
busway  very  seriously  and  determined  that  a  busway  would  be 
more  costly  to  develop  than  a  light  rail  system  in  that  the  travel 
time  would  not  be  improved  in  that  particular  corridor.  We  are 
looking  at  busways  beyond  that  corridor.  We  have  a  proposal,  as  I 
mentioned,  in  the  long-  term  to  develop  100  miles  of  fixed  guideway 
systems.  We  are  now  working  with  the  State  highway  department 
and  the  FHwA  to  develop  busways  on  two  other  freeways  that  exist 
in  the  area. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  don't  quite  understand  how  you  arrive  at  the  notion 
that  transitways  are  more  expensive. 

Mr.  KouNESKi.  In  the  analysis  we  conducted  between  1986  and 
1989,  we  looked  at  a  busway  in  this  particular  corridor  as  an  alter- 
native. We  went  through  systems  planning  and  evaluated  a  busway 
and  a  light  rail  system.  We  would  be  happy  to  share  that  analysis 
with  you.  It  was  determined  that  the  cost  of  the  busway  would  be 
higher  than  this  alternative. 

Mr.  Carr.  We  would  love  to  see  that.  That  is  counter  to  the  expe- 
rience of  this  committee  where  transitways,  even  in  large  congest- 
ed areas  requiring  additional  lanes  of  traffic,  are  more  cost-effec- 
tive. The  experiences  in  Houston  and  Dallas  have  been  leading  the 
way  in  some  of  those  experiences  that  this  committee  has  had. 

Furthermore,  the  notion  of  a  transitway  also  has  imbedded  in  it 
the  idea  that  if  light  rail  is  in  the  future,  it  can  be  added  incremen- 
tally, that  transitways  would  demonstrate — it  would  either  allevi- 
ate the  problem  or  it  would  demonstrate  the  need  for  future  sus- 
tained fixed  light  rail,  typically. 

What  is  the  future  of  IVHS  in  Austin? 

Mr.  KouNESKi.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  pursuing  IVHS.  I  have  my 
assistant,  Celia  Kupersmith,  with  me  who  is  working  directly  with 
our  highway  folks  and  others  involved  in  that  particular  pursuit. 

Ms.  Kupersmith.  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee, 
we  have  been  working  with  a  combination  of  the  Texas  Depart- 
ment of  Transportation,  the  Texas  Transportation  Institute,  which 
is  a  university  organization  with  Texas  A&M,  as  well  as  two  addi- 
tional private  firms,  one  that  focuses  on  signal  development  and 
another  that  is  a  subsidiary  of  3M  Corporation  to  develop  some  op- 
portunities and  possibilities  of  IVHS. 
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We  will  be  pursuing  next  year  some  test  instance  cases  where  we 
will  be  looking  at  the  possibility  of  doing  some  high-tech  signal  pre- 
emption and  bus-only  lane  operation,  similar  to  what  has  been 
done  in  Washington  State. 

Mr.  Carr.  What  is  your  ridership  forecast  for  this  system? 

Mr.  KouNESKi.  It  would  be  20,000  daily  riders  for  the  light  rail 
system. 

Mr.  Carr.  And  how  was  that  forecast  arrived  at? 

Mr.  KouNESKi.  Celia. 

Ms.  KuPERSMiTH.  The  forecast  was  derived  through  a  traditional 
travel  demand  modeling  process  that  we  undertook  through  our  al- 
ternatives analysis  process  that  was  done  within  the  parameters  of 
the  Federal  Transit  Administration's  guidelines  for  such  activity. 
We  are  also  working  to  redo  that  particular  modeling  exercise  in 
an  effort  to  continue  to  refine  those  numbers  as  we  move  forward. 

Mr.  Carr.  Was  IVHS  part  of  your  rider  forecast? 

Ms.  KuPERSMiTH.  No,  it  was  not.  We  have  not  selected  any  specif- 
ic technology  for  application  in  Austin  at  this  time. 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Wolf. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Welcome  to  the  committee. 

Will  you  be  asking  for  Federal  operating  costs  later  on? 

Mr.  KouNESKi.  No,  we  will  not.  We  have  the  ability  to  manage 
the  system  with  our  local  funding.  We  have  a  dedicated  sales  tax 
which  would  enable  us  to  operate  the  system  without  difficulty. 

Mr.  Wolf.  And  what  would  the  total  Federal  impact  cost  be? 
You're  asking  for  a  50/50  match,  correct? 

Mr.  KouNESKL  That's  correct. 

Mr.  Wolf.  What  would  be  the  total  Federal  share? 

Mr.  KouNESKL  It  would  be  $103  million. 

Mr.  Wolf.  And  you  say  that  there  has  been  a  referendum?  There 
is  strong  public  support? 

Mr.  KouNESKi.  There  has  been  a  referendum  to  create  Capital 
Metro.  Tentatively  we  have  planned  a  bond  election  in  the  fall  of 
this  year.  Public  opinion  is  very  strong  in  favor  of  this  project. 

Mr.  Wolf.  What  would  the  busway  cost?  You're  talking  about 
$206  million.  What  would  be  the  cost  of  the  busway? 

Mr.  KouNESKi.  I  misspoke  earlier  and  I  would  like  to  correct  it 
now.  I  just  checked  with  my  assistant. 

The  cost  of  the  busway  we  have  estimated  would  be  exactly  the 
same  as  the  light  rail  system.  It  was  not  more.  It  would  be  the 
same.  The  increase  would  be  the  travel  time.  That  is  where  I  mis- 
communicated.  It  would  be  about  the  same  cost. 

Mr.  Wolf.  And  the  operating  cost  would  be  about  the  same? 

Mr.  KouNESKL  I  am  not  sure  about  operating  costs. 

Ms.  KUPERSMITH.  The  operating  costs  of  the  rail  system  actually 
comes  out  to  be  a  little  bit  less  because  you're  able  to  carry  more 
people  with  one  driver  than  you  do  on  a  bus,  but  it  is  not  a  signifi- 
cant difference  between  the  two  numbers. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Regula. 

Mr.  Regula.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 
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I  was  interested  that  you  have  120  alternative  fuel  vehicles. 
What  are  those? 

Mr.  KouNESKi.  Those  vehicles  are  compressed  natural  gas  vehi- 
cles. We  have  a  very  aggressive  program  to  convert  our  fleet  to 
compressed  natural  gas.  We  expect  by  1998  the  entire  fleet  will  be 
converted  and  operational. 

Mr.  Regula.  So  it  is  working  out  successfully  for  you  to  use  the 
alternate  fuel? 

Mr.  KouNESKi.  To  this  date,  it  has  been  extremely  successful.  We 
had  some  problems  initially  in  making  the  conversions.  The  initial 
vehicles  gave  us  some  difficulty  and  the  cost  went  up,  but  we  now 
have  that  under  control  and  costs  are  beginning  to  go  down.  We 
are  very  pleased  with  the  way  the  alternative  fuel  program  has 
worked. 

Mr.  Regula.  Did  you  put  in  your  own  fueling  station? 

Mr.  KouNESKi.  We  are  in  the  process  of  doing  that  right  now.  We 
believe,  we  will  have  the  largest  fueling  station  on  a  public  transit 
system  in  the  country.  That  will  be  completed  in  May.  That  is  un- 
derway right  now  as  we  speak. 

Mr.  Regula.  Thank  you. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  am  intrigued  by  your  statement  that  the  trip  times 
would  be  less  for  light  rail.  By  how  much? 

Ms.  KuPERSMiTH.  Let  me  back  up  and  explain  that  we  did  an  al- 
ternatives analysis  that  we  began  in  1986.  At  that  time,  we  exam- 
ined the  busway  alternative  and  a  rail  alternative.  The  busway  al- 
ternative, because  of  some  conditions  that  we  have  along  the  align- 
ment in  terms  of  the  type  of  right-of-way  that  we're  operating  on, 
we  were  forced  into  a  not-exact  parallel  of  the  proposed  light  rail 
alignment.  So  the  alignment  itself  for  the  busway  turns  out  to  be 
longer.  That  is  part  of  the  reason  that  we  have  the  additional  trip 
time  that  was  associated  with  that  particular  alternative. 

As  Mr.  Kouneski  has  said,  the  final  cost  estimates  came  out  to  be 
about  the  same.  We  then  stepped  back  and  said  that  those  were  too 
high  and  we  wanted  to  look  at  what  we  could  do  to  refine  those 
cost  estimates  and  bring  them  down,  which  is  what  we  have  been 
able  to  do. 

Mr.  Carr.  You  don't  have  anything  here  that  shows  the  align- 
ment of  the  busway,  do  you? 

Ms.  KuPERSMiTH.  No,  we  don't.  We  have  moved  into  a  segment  of 
our  planning  process  where  the  focus  is  on  examining  the  possibili- 
ty of  a  light  rail  system  versus  an  all-bus  system  that  does  not  in- 
clude a  major  capital  investment  busway  type  of  project.  The 
busway  alternative  has  been  eliminated  from  further  examination 
based  on  what  we  discovered  through  our  first  round  of  analysis 
work. 

But  we  would  be  glad  to  send  you  information  on  that  alterna- 
tive as  it  was  studied  and  all  the  facts  and  figures  that  came  out  of 
that  work.  We  could  get  that  off  to  you  the  first  thing  Monday 
morning. 

Mr.  Carr.  We  would  appreciate  getting  that  information.  I  think, 
quite  frankly,  that  before  we  embark  on  an  expensive  light  rail 
system,  this  committee  would  have  an  interest  in  reviewing  thor- 
oughly the  alternatives  analyses  that  were  done.  We  have  generat- 
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ed  some  expertise  nationally  about  transitways  versus  light  rail. 
We  are  not  the  experts,  but  what  you're  presenting  to  us  is  counter 
to  what  we  have  nationally.  We  would  want  to  examine  very  close- 
ly what  key  and  unique  features  of  Austin  there  are  that  drive  you 
in  the  direction  of  light  rail  instead  of  transitways  because  we  find 
that  transitways  are  far  more  cost-effective  for  populations  of  the 
tjrpe  you  have  here. 

For  example,  your  city  isn't  much  larger  than  my  own  of  Lan- 
sing and  East  Lansing.  It  has  the  same  features  of  State  govern- 
ment and  Michigan  State  University. 

A  fellow  from  my  own  town  came  to  me  with  a  proposal  that  we 
have  some  kind  of  a  monorail  between  the  work  centers  of  the 
campus  and  the  downtown  area.  I  had  to  tell  him  in  my  own  com- 
munity that  it  is  just  not  cost-effective  to  do  that.  There  are  a  lot  of 
other  things  you  can  do  to  enhance  mobility,  but  that  kind  of  fixed 
guideway  serving  these  types  of  population  density,  in  the  commit- 
tee's experience,  tend  not  to  be  as  cost-effective  as  well-run  tran- 
sitways. 

We  will  want  to  look  at  that  very  carefully. 

Mr.  KouNESKi.  Mr.  Chairman,  we're  happy  to  share  that  with 
you. 

I  believe  we  had  the  same  skepticism  that  you  and  the  committee 
have  about  fixed  guideway  systems  versus  some  other  alternative 
that  works.  We  have  convinced  ourselves  over  time,  as  we  have 
studied  this,  that  at  this  point  this  is  the  most  cost-effective  ap- 
proach to  take.  We  are  happy  to  share  all  the  information  and  data 
that  we  have  to  help  you  evaluate  this  project. 

Mr.  Carr.  As  I  said,  you  are  the  experts  in  your  local  area.  We 
have  some  expertise  nationally  that  we  have  developed,  so  we 
would  like  to  see  it. 

Mr.  KouNESKi.  And  we  have  been  working  closely  with  the  Fed- 
eral officials — the  FTA  officials — in  walking  through  the  process 
that  they  have  established  to  evaluate  the  project  as  effectively  as 
they  can. 

Mr.  Pickle.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  my  hope  that  you  and  the  mem- 
bers of  the  committee  might  be  able  to  visit  Austin  sometime 
during  the  year  and  tour  the  proposed  route  and  review  the  plans 
that  they  have  for  this  program.  It  goes  from  the  just  completed 
convention  center  that  will  eventually  connect  with  our  new  air- 
port, through  the  capital  area,  through  the  university  area,  and 
connect  with  a  northwest  passage  that  this  committee  helped  us 
get  the  right-of-way  for  years  ago  that  will  eventually  give  us  an 
east  to  west  flow  of  our  traffic. 

We  are  poised  now  to  branch  out.  I  have  been  impressed  with 
this  committee  in  that  you  have  been  very  careful  about  what 
you're  going  to  propose  and  I  know  they  are  going  to  study  it  fur- 
ther. But  they  are  going  to  the  public  to  ask  for  their  approval  and 
underwrite  the  cost.  We  would  be  very  proud  to  have  any  of  you 
come  to  help  us  get  the  right  program. 

Mr.  Carr.  When  is  that  election?  In  November? 

Mr.  KouNESKi.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Carr.  And  what  is  actually  on  the  ballot  in  November? 

Mr.  KouNESKi.  It  will  be  a  bond  election  for  $100  million  to  fi- 
nance the  local  share  of  the  system. 
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Mr.  Wolf.  Are  the  cars  standardized  so  a  different  type  of  car 
would  not  be  created? 

Mr.  KouNESKi.  That  is  right.  It  is  standard  technology. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Where  are  the  cars  being  manufactured? 

Mr.  KouNESKi.  We  haven't  reached  that  point,  yet. 

Mr.  Wolf.  What  cars  are  operating  now? 

Mr.  KouNESKi.  Again,  we  haven't  reached  the  point  where  we 
would  know  which  cars  we  would  operate.  But  we  would  pursue 
standard  technology  so  that  we  would  not  be  creating  an3rthing 
new  or  pioneering  any  new  technology. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you  very  much.  We  appreciate  your  informa- 
tion. 

Mr.  KouNESKi.  Thank  you  all. 


Thursday,  April  1,  1993. 

1-15  UNIVERSITY  AVENUE  INTERCHANGE  MODIFICATION 

PROJECT 

US-89  TO  US-189  CONNECTOR  PROJECT  (PROVO,  UTAH) 

WITNESS 

HON.  WILLIAM  ORTON,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 
STATE  OF  UTAH 

Mr.  Carr.  Our  next  witness  is  our  good  friend  from  Utah,  Bill 
Orton. 

Welcome  to  the  committee. 

Mr.  Orton.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

My  friend  from  Texas,  Mr.  Pickle,  indicated  that  he  was  from 
one  of  the  most  beautiful  cities  in  the  Nation.  I  am  from  probably 
the  most  beautiful,  with  the  possible  exception  of  Lansing.  [Laugh- 
ter.] 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  I  do  appreciate 
your  previous  support.  My  request  today  is  perhaps  a  much  easier 
request  with  regard  to  two  projects  the  committee  has  already  been 
helping  us  with  on  the  first  phase  of  these  projects.  I  am  here  to 
request  additional  funding  and  appropriations  for  the  final  phase 
of  one  project  and  the  second  phase  of  an  additional  project. 

We  are  very  proud  in  Utah  for  the  very  logical  and  planned  ways 
in  which  we  have  developed  our  cities.  As  a  result,  we  have  avoided 
many  of  the  transportation  problems  that  some  other  cities  in  the 
east  have  had.  However,  in  the  principal  cities  in  my  district,  the 
Provo/Orem  area,  there  is  one  particular  area  of  Provo  which  has 
grown  at  an  unexpected  rate.  We  have  the  blessing  that  many 
cities  would  like  to  have  of  having  an  area  where  employment  is 
growing  so  rapidly  that  it  is  difficult  to  keep  up  with  that. 

One  principal  employer  in  the  area  is  Novell.  You  probably  use 
their  network  software  on  your  computers  in  your  office. 

Mr.  Carr.  And  WordPerfect. 

Mr.  Orton.  Both  of  them  are  in  my  district  with  one  at  one  end 
of  town  and  the  other  at  the  other  end  of  town.  The  end  of  town 
that  WordPerfect  is  in  doesn't  have  quite  the  congestion  problem 
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as  the  part  of  town  where  Novelle  is  located.  Novelle  currently  has 
approximately  4,000  employees  and  they  are  planning  on  almost 
doubling  that  in  the  next  4  years. 

We  are  currently  in  a  non-attainment  area  designated  by  the 
EPA  mostly  because  of  the  traffic  routing.  Because  of  this  particu- 
lar area  where  the  industrial  park  is,  we  have  the  freeway  going  by 
on  one  side.  On  the  other  side  of  this  industrial  park  area,  we  have 
a  rather  large  rail  corridor  and  switching  area  which  has  made 
transportation  through  that  area  virtually  impossible.  As  a  result, 
all  the  transportation  is  routed  back  up  into  the  main  part  of  town 
and  then  back  south  toward  Novelle  in  this  office  park  area. 

Also,  we  are  underway  with  the  construction  and  expansion  im- 
provements on  our  airport.  Again,  this  is  the  part  of  town  which  is 
growing  the  most  rapidly. 

The  two  projects  for  which  I  am  requesting  continued  funding 
are  the  rebuilding  of  an  interchange  on  the  interstate  freeway 
system,  which  has  previously  received  a  little  over  $4  million,  and 
an  east/west  inter-connector  between  two  generally  populated 
areas  of  the  city  so  that  people  don't  have  to  go  up  through  town 
and  back  down  to  Novelle.  We  will  be  able  to  connect  down  to  that 
part  of  the  city,  so  it  changes  traffic  flow  patterns. 

The  cost  estimates  on  construction  on  the  freeway  interchange — 
about  75  percent  of  the  appropriation  will  go  directly  to  construc- 
tion. On  the  east/west  connector,  approximately  90  percent  of  the 
appropriation  will  go  directly  to  construction. 

I  am  asking  the  committee  to  consider  today  combining  these 
two  projects.  They  go  to  the  same  area.  They  are  a  logical  combina- 
tion or  connection.  If  we  complete  one  without  the  other,  we  will 
not  accomplish  any  significant  improvement  in  traffic  congestion 
and  traffic  flow.  They  really  are  two  parts  of  an  overall  plan  to  re- 
solve the  problems  that  we  have  there,  particularly  the  carbon 
monoxide  emissions  problems,  as  well  as  the  traffic  congestion. 

There  is  a  third  phase  of  this.  The  interchange  with  which  we 
are  dealing  is  at  the  southern  end  of  this  newly  developed  area  of 
the  town.  So  you  come  around  Provo  to  the  southern  end  of  the 
city,  and  then  this  interchange  sits  immediately  at  the  office  park 
location. 

The  east/west  connector  would  take  up  from  that  interchange 
area  and  run  east  toward  another  main  transportation  corridor  in 
the  area,  connecting  the  freeway  with  this  other  corridor.  There  is 
a  phase  3  program  that  takes  up  at  this  interchange  and  runs  west 
toward  the  airport,  which  is  being  newly  renovated  with  length- 
ened runways  and  hardened  runways.  Right  now,  the  access  to  our 
airport  is  through  several  subdivisions  in  the  community. 

So  that  phase  has  also  received  the  initial  planning  appropria- 
tion from  the  committee,  but  that  is  phase  3  and  down  the  road  a 
couple  of  appropriations  cycles  before  we  would  be  ready  to  be 
asking  for  construction  money  on  that  phase.  But  the  combination 
of  this  three-phase  project  will  resolve  significant  problems  at  the 
southern  end  of  our  city. 

If  you  have  any  questions,  I  would  be  happy  to  try  to  respond  to 
them. 

Mr.  Carr.  Yes,  I  do  have  a  couple  of  questions. 

I  am  looking  at  this  map  that  says  "Study  Area". 
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It  would  appear  to  obliterate  a  golf  course. 

Mr.  Orton.  You  raise  an  interesting  point.  Novelle  is  growing  so 
rapidly.  The  city  had  put  in  a  golf  course  and  Novelle  took  up  two 
or  three  of  the  holes  to  create  more  building  space.  But  Novelle 
then  purchased  additional  land  adjacent  to  the  golf  course  and  re- 
placed those  holes.  So  that  course  remains  intact. 

Mr.  Carr.  You  do  have  some  beautiful  golf  out  there. 

In  the  master  plan  of  Utah  DOT,  where  is  this  project?  Where  is 
it  on  their  priority  list? 

Mr.  Orton.  I  don't  know  exact  numbers,  but  it  has  been  funded 
by  DOT  as  well.  We  have  gone  through  two  phases  of  the  east/west 
connector  and  one  phase  of  the  interchange  already.  The  commit- 
tee has  funded  its  share  and  DOT  has  funded  its  share.  So  it  is  at 
the  top  of  the  list. 

In  fact,  there  was  some  concern  that  if  we  did  not  begin  relieving 
this  construction  problem  that  Novelle  may  in  fact  move  to  Califor- 
nia. They  have  operations  in  Southern  California  already.  There 
was  a  serious  problem  and  Novelle  was  expanding  so  rapidly.  So 
they  cooperated  with  the  golf  course  and  put  this  plan  together, 
which  is  a  very  logical  plan,  relieving  the  transportation  problems. 

The  Governor  made  a  commitment  that  this  was  very  top  on  the 
priority  list.  In  fact,  he  pushed  it  to  the  top  of  the  list  the  State  has 
provided  their  share  of  the  funding  for  the  first  stages  and  are 
ready  to  continue  to  provide  their  share  of  the  funding  for  the  re- 
mainder of  the  appropriation. 

Mr.  Carr.  If  this  is  such  a  high  priority  and  it  has  such  obvious 
common  sense  to  it,  what  is  it  about  this  project  that  requires  an 
additional  boost?  Is  there  some  kind  of  an  unexpected  funding 
shortfall?  Are  there  too  many  high  cost  projects  at  the  top  of  the 
list  and  they  can't  get  a  critical  mass  of  dollars  together? 

Why  are  admitting  the  need  of  the  project  and  its  value — which 
is  apparently  agreed  to  by  the  State  of  Utah — what  is  the  funding 
problem  in  Utah  that  requires  an  additional  request  from  this  com- 
mittee? 

Mr.  Orton.  Utah  is  one  of  the  most  rapidly  growing  States  in  the 
Nation.  And  the  population  density  is  stretched  along  the  Wasatch 
Front.  Most  of  the  population  resides  in  about  100  to  120  miles 
along  a  fairly  densely  populated  area  on  the  Wasatch  Front. 

As  you  know.  Salt  Lake  City  has  the  most  significant  transporta- 
tion and  congestion  problems.  I  believe  they  were  here  last  week 
visiting  with  you  about  a  light  rail  system.  Most  of  the  funding  has 
been  committed  in  these  areas  which  have  been  congested  much 
longer  than  this  particular  area.  They  are  areas  where  the  State 
has  been  attempting  to  resolve  the  problems  for  a  fairly  long 
period  of  time. 

This  was  a  rather  unexpected  problem  which  arose  very  rapidly 
mostly  because  of  the  extremely  rapid  growth  and  expansion  of  No- 
velle. So  focusing  on  this  particular  project  and  eliminating 
projects  that  were  already  in  the  funding  process  in  Salt  Lake  and 
other  parts  of  the  Wasatch  Front  would  be  difficult  for  the  Depart- 
ment of  Transportation. 
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As  I  said,  this  did  arise  as  a  fairly  unexpected  problem.  Most  of 
the  time,  we  can  plan  out  into  the  future  many  years  ahead  be- 
cause of  the  way  our  systems  have  been  designed  over  the  decades. 
This  one  came  up  very  unexpectedly.  Novelle  moved  in  there  £is  a 
start-up  company  less  than  a  decade  ago  and  now  has  4,000  em- 
ployees and  is  expected  to  have  almost  8,000  employees  before  this 
project  is  completed. 

It  was  a  rather  unexpected  emergency  situation  and  that  is  why 
we  approached  the  committee  for  additional  assistance. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  am  looking  on  my  map  and  I  am  looking  for  US  189. 
I  see  US  89.  Is  that  a  typing  error? 

Mr.  Orton.  Well,  US  89  is  the  State  Street  which 

Mr.  Carr.  I  have  it  now. 

Mr.  Orton.  That  highway  feeds  in — that  is  the  old  highway 
before  they  built  the  freeway  system.  So  that  feeds  all  the  existing 
communities  on  the  eastern  part  of  the  city.  It  used  to  feed  them 
down  to  Springville  and  other  cities  south  of  there.  There  has 
never  really  been  a  good  corridor  there,  so  what  happens  is  that 
everyone  who  lives  to  the  east,  to  get  to  this  particular  area,  feeds 
back  up  State  Street  into  downtown  Provo  and  then  down  Univer- 
sity Avenue  to  the  Novelle  area. 

So  our  area  of  non-attainment  is  just  north  of  where  you  see  the 
railroad  tracks  on  this  study  area  at  the  top  of  the  map.  Just  north 
of  that,  where  all  the  traffic  feeds  into  there,  then  goes  south  on 
University  Avenue.  We  have  some  EPA  stations  right  there  and 
that  is  our  area  of  non-attainment.  So  we  are  in  desperate  need  of 
diverting  some  of  that  traffic. 

Mr.  Carr.  Utah  normally  gets  about  $105  million  in  highway 
funds  and  there  are  $22  million  in  the  supplemental.  Have  you 
talked  to  highway  officials  in  Utah  to  see  if  any  of  the  supplemen- 
tal would  be  applied  toward  this. 

Mr.  Orton.  I  have,  and  with  due  respect,  they  have  many 
projects  waiting  and  hoping  for  that  supplemental.  In  fact,  one  of 
them  is  a  freeway  system  also  in  my  district  in  the  northern  part. 
My  district  covers  over  50,000  square  miles.  The  main  freeway  run- 
ning east/west  coming  from  Wyoming  down  into  Utah  runs  down 
through  a  part  of  my  district.  There  is  an  area  along  there  in  the 
1-80  freeway  system  which  is  in  such  poor  condition  that  the 
trucks  are  having  a  hard  time  even  getting  across  the  freeway.  It 
needs  to  be  completely  resurfaced.  In  my  opinion,  that  is  probably 
the  most  immediate  and  critical  need  for  those  additional  appro- 
priations in  fiscal  year  1993. 

We  are  hoping  that  that  is  one  of  those  areas  that  Utah  will  in 
fact  appropriate  and  that  will  take  up  most  of  that  appropriation. 

Mr.  Carr.  Is  Park  City  in  your  district? 

Mr.  Orton.  Yes,  it  is. 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Wolf. 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  have  no  questions,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Carr.  We  will  see  what  we  can  do  to  help  you. 

Mr.  Orton.  I  appreciate  it  very  much.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chair- 
man. 

Mr.  Regula.  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  am  sorry. 

Mr.  Regula. 
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Mr.  Regula.  Will  this  affect  the  steel  mill  down  there  in  any 
way? 

Mr.  Orton.  This  is  south  of  the  steel  mill  area,  so  the  area  up 
around  the  steel  mill  is  an  area  that  had  been  in  place  when  the 
freeway  system  was  built,  so  there  are  adequate  interchanges  up 
around  the  steel  mill.  We  don't  have  the  congestion  problem  or  the 
traffic  problem  that  we  do  to  the  south. 

The  steel  mill,  however,  does  contribute  in  part  to  the  carbon 
monoxide  problem  in  the  city,  and  that  is  part  of  the  problem  for 
our  non-attainment.  But  most  of  that  is  north  of  the  city  because  of 
the  prevailing  wind  flow  most  of  the  time.  When  we  do  get  a  front 
coming  in,  it  moves  the  carbon  monoxide  to  the  south  which  then 
puts  us  in  an  even  greater  non-attainment  situation  in  this  particu- 
lar area. 

So  there  is  some  effect  from  the  steel  mill,  but  on  traffic  patterns 
and  air  pollution  in  this  particular  area  most  of  the  problem  is  be- 
cause of  the  routing  of  the  traffic. 

Mr.  Carr.  One  further  question. 

Have  you  taken  a  position  on  the  Salt  Lake  light  rail?  That  is 
not  in  your  district,  is  it? 

Mr.  Orton.  It  isn't  in  my  district.  In  fact,  many  of  the  people  in 
my  district  in  the  latest  election  voted  against  the  system.  I  believe 
they  did  so  because  of  the  age-old  problem  that  it  was  imposing  a 
tax  on  them  throughout  the  county  and  they  were  not  obtaining  a 
benefit  of  the  system  because  it  flows  from  the  southern  part  of  the 
county  into  downtown.  I  have  the  northwest  quarter  of  the  county 
which  does  not  really  get  the  benefit  or  use  of  the  light  rail  system. 

So  many  of  my  people  said  that  they  would  prefer  not  to  increase 
their  taxes  to  pay  for  a  system  which  they  don't  obtain  a  benefit 
for.  I  think  their  objection  was  mostly  to  the  system  of  payment — 
the  taxation  across  the  county.  I  think  they  felt  that  there  needed 
to  be  a  more  direct  method  of  taxing  those  people  who  would  actu- 
ally obtain  the  benefit  for  it. 

I  don't  believe  they  were  objecting  to  the  concept  or  need  of  light 
rail,  but  the  mechanism  of  payment. 

My  constituents  were  probably  that  group  of  the  county.  I  know 
there  was  a  significant  part  of  the  county  who  voted  against  that 
mechanism  of  taxation.  I  think  the  polls  showed  that  they  were  not 
voting  against  light  rail,  but  the  taxation  system.  Mine  were  most 
of  the  people  who  voted  against  it. 

But  personally,  as  I  look  at  the  Salt  Lake  Valley  and  see  the 
traffic  patterns  and  see  that  the  only  north/south  corridor  that  we 
have  is  the  interstate  freeway,  which  is  currently  so  congested  that 
during  rush  hour  in  either  direction  it  is  like  Chicago  or  New  York 
or  any  of  the  other  major  areas  of  problem.  I  believe  the  only  logi- 
cal solution  in  the  long-run  is  a  light  rail  system,  if  you  look  at  the 
facts.  I  think  we  need  to  do  it  in  a  way  that  the  people  can  agree 
to,  but  I  think  in  the  long-run  it  is  probably  the  most  logical  mech- 
anism. 

They  have  in  fact  acquired,  as  you  know,  the  old  Union  Pacific 
right-of-way,  which  then  makes  it  very,  very  cost-effective  as  you 
look  at  that  because  they  were  able  to  get  such  a  good  deal  on  that 
right-of-way. 
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Mr.  Carr.  If  the  light  rail  were  built,  would  you  see  it  extending 
down  to  Provo? 

Mr.  Orton.  I  think  that  is  a  very  logical  extension,  although 
probably  not  until  well  into  the  next  century.  In  fact,  it  may  be 
earlier  than  that  if  we  see  the  kinds  of  growth  that  some  of  the 
scenarios  are  projecting  for  the  Wasatch  Front.  We  would  certainly 
need  that  kind  of  mass  transit  corridor.  It  should  also  be  consid- 
ered to  extend  northward  to  Ogden.  I  think  the  logical  mass  tran- 
sit/rapid transit  corridor  would  be  Ogden  to  Provo. 

And  as  I  indicated,  that  is  where  over  1  million  of  our  population 
in  this  State  live,  within  that  110-mile  to  115-mile  corridor. 

Mr.  Carr.  What  is  the  population  of  the  Provo  area? 

Mr.  Orton.  The  Provo/Orem  area  combined  is  between  370,000 
to  425,000. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Orton.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  the  Hon.  Orton  follows:] 


nil 

TESTIMONY  BEFORE  THE 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  TRANSPORTATION  APPROPRIATIONS 

FISCAL  YEAR  1994  APPROPRIATIONS  HEARINGS 

APRIL  1,  1993 


Good  morning,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  Members  of  the  Subcommittee. 
I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  testify  before  you  today 
regarding  the  1-15  University  Avenue  Interchange  Modification 
Project  and  the  US- 189  Connector  Project  for  the  City  of  Provo, 
Utah. 

First  of  all,  I  would  like  to  thank  the  subcommittee  for  its 
genorous  support  of  these  projects  over  the  last  several  years. 
These  projects  have  the  same  purpose  of  improving  traffic 
circulation  for  Interstate  15,  which  runs  south  from  Salt  Lake 
City  to  Provo.   These  improvements  are  needed  since  Novell,  a 
major  computer  software  employer  in  Utah,  plans  to  extend  their 
workforce  by  3,200  employees  in  the  next  four  years.   Provo  is 
the  site  of  Novell's  corporate  headquarters  and  is  located  near 
the  University  Interchange  at  Interstate  15.   In  addition,  there 
are  over  800  other  expanding  businesses  in  this  rapidly  growing 
section  of  Provo  that  now  employ  over  6,000  workers.   The  current 
interchange  is  simply  insufficient  to  handle  the  increase  in 
expected  traffic. 

Just  as  important,  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA) 
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has  designated  the  City  of  Provo  and  Utah  County  as  nonattainment 
for  carbon  monoxide.   Due  to  the  city's  low  altitude  with  respect 
to  the  adjacent  mountains,  Provo  experiences  frequent  temperature 
inversions  during  the  winter  months .   Provo  has  recently  analyzed 
a  number  of  air  quality  proposals  that  would  improve  the  air 
quality,  particularly  in  the  central  business  district  where 
there  is  severe  traffic  congestion.   The  improvement  of  the 
University  Avenue  Interchange  at  1-15  and  the  US -89  Connector 
Project  would  divert  traffic  from  the  central  business  district 
improving  air  quality  in  Provo  since  vehicles  will  operate  more 
efficiently  and  with  minimal  interruption  from  the  proposed 
improvements . 

In  addition,  the  Provo  Municipal  Airport  is  in  the  midst  of 
expansion,  which  will  contribute  to  increased  traffic  in  the 
University  Avenue  area.   Provo  is  also  lengthening  its  runway  by 
1590  feet,  from  7010  feet  to  8600  feet.   The  runways  are  also 
being  hardened  to  accommodate  larger  aircraft.   In  addition,  an 
instrument  landing  system  was  put  in  place  a  few  years  ago. 

The  1-15  University  Avenue  Interchange  Modification  will 
cost  a  total  of  $25  million.   The  State  is  committed  to  providing 
a  20  percent  match  for  the  project.   The  Fiscal  Year  1993 
Transportation  Appropriations  Bill  provided  $4.24  million  for 
phase  1  of  this  project.   An  additional  $6.08  million  is  needed 
to  complete  Phase  1  of  the  Interchange  Project.   Approximately  75 
percent  of  this  amount  will  be  spent  on  construction.   This  phase 
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of  construction  provides  new  southbound  exit  and  entrance  rcunp 
connections  and  a  new  northbound  exit  reiinp  between  1860  South  and 
1-15.   Phase  2,  which  will  require  funding  in  fiscal  year  1995, 
will  add  the  1-15  northbound  entrance  rsunp  from  1860  South  and  a 
new  1-15  southbound  flyover  entrance  rcin^  from  University  Avenue. 
Improvements  to  University  Avenue  will  also  take  place  including 
a  southern  extension  of  this  road  to  1860  South.   Phase  3 
includes  the  widening  of  1-15  from  six  to  eight  lanes  (to  the 
south)  smd  the  western  extension  of  1860  South  in  the  direction 
of  the  Provo  Municipal  Airport.   The  1860  South  extension 
completes  the  east -west  through  movement  operation. 

The  US-89  to  US-189  Connector  project  will  extend  1860  South 
from  the  southeastern  end  of  Provo  toward  1-15  and  the  University 
Avenue  Interchange.   A  total  of  $5.7  million  in  federal  funding 
has  been  appropriated  in  fiscal  years  1991  and  1992  for  this 
project,  which  provided  access  from  the  southeastern  end  of  the 
city  to  the  University  Avenue  Interchange  and  the  Provo  Municipal 
Airport.   Roughly  $1.3  million  is  needed  to  complete  this 
project. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  request  that  your  Subcommittee 
combine  these  two  projects  into  one  project,  for  a  total  request 
of  $7.35  million.   The  regional  Federal  Highway  Administration 
(FHWA)  office  in  Salt  Lake  City  does  not  anticipate  a  problem 
from  a  federal  perspective  in  combining  these  two  projects.   My 
concern  in  combining  these  projects  was  that  the  environmental 
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process  would  be  slowed,  thereby  delaying  the  construction 
project  timetcible.   However,  FHWA  in  Salt  Lake  City  has  indicated 
that  combining  these  two  projects  would  not  be  a  problem  for 
them.   However,  FHWA,  in  Salt  Lake  City  has  indicated  that 
combining  these  two  projects  would  not  be  a  problem  for  them.   It 
makes  sense  to  combine  these  projects,  Mr.  Chairman,  since  they 
are  achieving  the  same  purpose  of  improving  traffic  circulation 
in  the  Provo-Orem  area. 

The  University  Avenue  Interchange  Modification  Project  and 
the  US-89  to  US-189  Connector  Project  achieve  the  same  goal  of 
providing  access  to  1-15  and  the  Provo  Municipal  Airport.   These 
improvements  must  be  made  to  accommodate  increased  traffic  flow. 
The  State  of  Utah  considers  this  project  important  enough  to 
provide  a  20  percent  local  match.   I  am  hopeful  that  the 
Subcommittee  will  realize  the  importance  of  continuing  funding 
for  these  projects  in  the  fiscal  year  1994  Transportation 
Appropriations  Bill. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  testify  today  regarding 
these  projects  that  are  of  critical  importance  to  the  City  of 
Provo  and  the  State  of  Utah. 
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1-15  INTERCHANGE  &  US  89-189  CONNECTOR  PROJECT 

TOTAL  FUNDING  REQUESTS: 

1-15  UNIVERSITY  AVENUE  INTERCHANGE  MODIFICATION; 

Phase  1  Project  Cost  $12,900,000 

80%  Federal  Participation  $10,320,000 

20%  Local  Participation  $2,580,000 

Previous  Appropriation  $4,240,000 

CURRENT  APPROPRIATION  NEEDED  ~       $6,080,000 

US-89  TO  US-189  CONNECTOR; 

Project  Cost  $8,721,000 

80%  Federal  Participation  $6,976,800 

20%  Local  Participation  $1,744,200 

Previous  Appropriation  $5,700,000 

CURRENT  APPROPRIATION  NEEDED  ~       $1,276,800 
TOTAL  CURRENT  APPROPRIATION  NEEDED  ~    $7,356,800 
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Thursday,  April  1,  1993. 

HIGH  SPEED  RAIL 
WITNESS 

HON.  LOUISE  M.  SLAUGHTER,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM 
THE  STATE  OF  NEW  YORK 

Mr.  Carr.  Our  next  witness  will  be  the  Hon.  Louise  Slaughter 
from  New  York. 

Ms.  Slaughter.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Carr.  We  have  your  statement.  We  will  make  it  a  part  of 
the  record  and  invite  you  to  proceed  £is  you  think  appropriate. 

Ms.  Slaughter.  There  are  things  I  would  really  like  to  go  over 
with  you  that  I  think  are  critically  important.  I  think  the  condition 
of  rail  in  the  United  States  is  one  of  the  best  examples  of  how  we 
have  neglected  home.  I  want  to  talk  about  high-speed  rsdl  in  par- 
ticular. 

The  ideas  and  opportunities  were  created  when  ISTEA  author- 
ized $5  million  a  year  out  of  the  general  fund,  and  $5  million  a 
year  out  of  the  Highway  Trust  Fund  for  high-speed  ground  trans- 
portation technology  demonstration  programs.  I  urge  full  appro- 
priation of  general  funding  and  full  utilization  of  the  trust  fund 
contract  authority  through  1997  for  this  program.  In  addition,  for 
full  funding  for  demonstration  projects,  I  also  believe  that  there 
are  three  most  important  specific  steps  that  are  necessary  to  make 
high-speed  rail  a  reality. 

First  is  investment  in  the  development  of  steel-wheel  high-speed 
rail  equipment  and  trackway.  This  must  take  precedence  over  that 
of  msiglev.  Extensive  steel-wheel  revenue  passenger  service  is  possi- 
ble in  the  near  future  and  magnetic  levitation  is  not.  In  fact.  Chair 
of  the  President's  Council  of  Economic  Advisors  testified  recently 
that  the  Administration  does  not  view  maglev  as  a  viable  option 
for  the  near  term. 

We  had  a  Northeast  Midwest  Coalition  hearing  up  in  our  part  of 
the  country  in  September.  It  was  pointed  out  by  several  experts 
there  that  for  a  very  small  investment  we  could  almost  reduce  by 
double  the  time  it  takes  us  to  move  people  in  the  Northwest  Corri- 
dor. 

An  ex£unple  of  the  need  for  that  is  4  out  of  the  last  5  weeks  in 
trying  to  get  out  of  Rochester  to  get  back  to  Washington.  We  have 
either  been  fogged  in,  or  ice  on  the  runway,  or  a  number  of  other 
things  where  many  people  would  have  much  rather  gotten  on  a 
high-speed  train  and  come  down  to  Washington. 

Sitting  on  the  runway  at  Washington  National  one  night  for  an 
hour  and  a  half,  I  mentioned  to  a  man  next  me,  "Wouldn't  you 
love  to  be  in  the  diner  about  now?"  There  is  a  great  need  to  catch 
up  with  what  the  rest  of  the  world  is  doing. 

I  like  to  make  the  point  that  one  of  the  best  examples  we  have  of 
ignoring  ourselves  is  that  the  speed  record  for  rail  traffic  was  set  in 
1893  with  a  steam  engine  between  Batavia  and  Buffalo,  New  York. 
Now  100  years  later  over  that  same  track,  they  could  go  112  miles 
an  hour  and  we  are  able  to  chug  along  between  69  and  79  miles  an 
hour.  I  don't  think  anything  else  really  demonstrates  what  we  have 
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allowed  to  happen  to  us  because  the  allies  we  have  been  protecting 
with  our  defense  dollars  are  moving  around  on  high-speed  rail  and 
have  been  for  a  number  of  years. 

I  think  it  is  way  past  time  for  us  to  begin  to  catch  up.  I  am  con- 
vinced by  the  number  of  experts  we  have  talked  to  that  they  would 
have  very  little  modification.  We  could  begin  very  quickly  to  see 
high-speed  rail  corridors  all  over  the  United  States. 

I  am  not  asking  to  forget  about  maglev  or  not  to  invest  in  the 
future,  but  I  would  like  to  see  us  do  what  we  can  now  at  the 
present  just  for  catching  up  on  the  number  of  years  we  have  ne- 
glected rail.  I  think  it  is  going  to  be  in  the  future  because  it  is  eco- 
nomically viable  and  environmentally  sound.  It  is  going  to  see  a 
greater  use  in  the  future,  and  would  now  if  we  really  had  trains 
that  were  capable  of  moving  people  at  a  good  enough  speed.  Be- 
tween a  number  of  cities,  it  would  be  much  quicker  to  go  by  rail 
than  by  air. 

This  is  the  number  one  priority  of  the  Northeast  Midwest  Coali- 
tion. We  envision  not  only  the  northeast  part  but  all  the  way  over 
to  Chicago,  Detroit,  Toronto,  and  Montreal  in  the  future. 

We  again  repeat  that  this  is  something  that  is  doable  now  and 
those  of  us  in  the  northern  tier  States  in  the  United  States  for  the 
last  45  years  have  sent  more  money  to  Washington  than  we  got 
back  for  the  defense  buildup  and  for  the  other  parts  of  our  country 
that  had  heavy  defense  facilities  as  well  as  military  facilities.  We 
think  it  is  time  now  that  we  have  an  opportunity  to  let  the  north- 
east begin  to  catch  up  from  the  neglect  they  have  suffered,  particu- 
larly as  it  pertains  to  infrastructure  and  rail. 

I  make  a  plea  to  you  this  morning  for  full  funding  for  high-speed 
and  would  be  glad  to  answer  any  questions  you  may  have. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  the  Hon.  Slaughter  follows:] 
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Mr.  Chairman,  I  come  before  the  Subcommittee  today  to  talk 
about  high  speed  rail.   As  you  know,  significant  opportunities 
for  high  speed  rail  development  were  created  when  ISTEA 
authorized  $5  million  per  year  out  of  the  general  fund  and  $5 
million  per  year  out  of  the  Highway  Trust  Fund  for  a  high  speed 
ground  transportation  technology  demonstration  program.   I  urge 
full  appropriation  of  general  funding  and  full  utilization  of 
Trust  Fund  contract  authority  through  1997  for  this  program. 

In  addition  to  full  funding  for  demonstration  projects,  I 
also  believe  that  three  very  specific  steps  are  necessary  to  make 
high  speed  rail  a  reality.   They  are  as  follows: 

(1)   Investment  in  the  development  of  steel -wheel  high  speed  rail 
equipment  and  trackway  must  take  precedence  over  that  for 
magnetic  levitation  systems.   Extensive  steel -wheel  in- revenue 
passenger  service  is  possible  in  the  near  future;  magnetic 
levitation  service  is  not.   In  fact,  Laura  Tyson,  Chair  of  the 
President's  Council  of  Economic  Advisors,  recently  testified  that 
the  Administration  does  not  view  maglev  as  a  vicible  option  for 
the  near  term. 

At  a  Northeast -Midwest  Coalition  high  speed  rail  forum  which 
I  chaired  last  September,  Frank  Barry,  President  of  the  Empire 
State  Passengers  Association,  pointed  out  that  for  the  cost  of  a 
short  magnetic  levitation  test  track,  we  could  build  dedicated 
steel  track  capsQsle  of  125  miles  per  hour  along  the  Western  New 
York  Conrail  right-of-way.   Stuart  Brown,  President  of  General 
Railway  Signal  in  my  district,  also  stated  at  that  hearing  that: 

The  technologies  for  attractive,  economical,  high  speed 
intercity  rail  exist  [now] .   We  should  not  wait  for  a 
revolutionary  leap.  We  Ccui  proceed  today  using 
technologies  that  are  availcible,  using  existing  and 
easily-developed  rights-of-way  to  bring  high  speed  rail 
to  a  quick  realization,  setting  in  motion  the 
evolutionary  process. 

I  agree  with  Mr.  Brown's  assertion  that,  through  innovative 
technologies  available  right  now  in  the  United  States,  we  can 
offer  high  speed  intercity  service  within  a  relatively  short  time 
frame.   That  should  be  our  focus. 
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(2)  Non-electrified  125-miles-per-hour-plus  service  options  must 
be  explored  to  their  fullest  by  both  Amtrak  and  the  Federal 
Railroad  Administration.   New  York  State  currently  has  one  such 
option,  involving  a  lightweight  turbine -powered  locomotive,  on 
the  table.   To  date,  however,  Amtrak  has  been  completely 
uninterested.   Given  the  current  budget  situation  of  the  federal 
government  and  most  states,  waiting  for  the  availability  of 
funding  for  the  electrification  of  the  entire  country  is  a  grave 
mistake.   Accordingly,  I  urge  the  Subcommittee  to  join  me  in 
urging  Amtrak  and  the  FRA  to  take  a  good  look  at  turbine  power. 

(3)  Amtrak' s  spending  on  high  speed  rail  must  be  spread  evenly 
throughout  the  five  FRA- designated  high  speed  rail  corridors, 
other  close- to-high- speed- rail  corridors,  and  the  110-miles-per- 
hour- service  Empire  Corridor,  rather  than  exclusively  targeted  on 
the  Northeast  Corridor.   In  addition  to  the  $600  million  already 
spent  on  the  electrification  of  the  Northeast  Corridor,  which,  as 
you  know,  is  far  from  completed,  Amtrak  now  wants  $450  million 
for  twenty- six  new  train  sets  for  this  one  corridor.   What  about 
the  rest  of  the  country? 

As  a  member  of  the  Budget  Committee,  I  call  to  your 
attention  language  included  in  the  Committee's  report  on  this 
year's  Budget  Resolution.   The  report  stated  the  following: 

High  speed  rail  can  be  moved  forward  by  federal  support 
for  new  initiatives  such  as  Amtrak' s  X2000[.]   The 
Committee  supports  similar  demonstrations  that  will 
link  high  speed  rail  in  the  Northeast  corridor  with 
similar  initiatives  in  the  Empire  corridor,  linking  the 
Northeast  and  the  Midwest. 

In  addition  to  an  increased  Amtrak  focus  on  high  speed  rail 
outside  the  Northeast  Corridor,  I  believe  that  attention  to  new 
125-miles-per-hour-plus  proposals  should  take  precedence  in  the 
competition  for  federal  support  over  proposals  for  rail  service 
upgrades  of  lesser  speeds.   New  York  State  has  a  140 -miles -per- 
hour  proposal  on  the  table  right  now  at  the  FRA,  and  it  is  my 
belief  that  our  scarce  federal  dollars  should  be  spent  exploring 
speeds  in  this  range.   I  remind  those  who  support  high  speed  rail 
in  the  U.S.  that  the  French  TGV  travels  186  miles  per  hour  every 
day.   While  grade  crossing  elimination  programs  that  close 
arrival  and  departure  times  incrementally  are  certainly 
worthwhile,  they  do  not  constitute  a  true  high  speed  rail  program 
when  the  top  speed  of  the  trains  on  the  improved  corridors 
remains  under  100  miles  per  hour. 

In  conclusion,  it  is  imperative  that  we  make  these  types  of 
commitments  in  order  to  develop  high  speed  rail  in  the  near  term. 
America  must  get  serious  about  building  a  transportation  system 
for  the  twenty- first  century.   If  we  delay  our  efforts  any 
longer,  if  we  delay  the  initial  stages  of  developing  a  superior 
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rail  network  in  the  United  States,  we  will  find  ourselves  falling 
farther  and  farther  behind  other  nations  who  have  demonstrated 
over  the  past  decade  a  vision  of  the  future  greater  than  our  own 
In  today's  coit^jetitive  international  environment,  we  cannot 
afford  to  allow  this  to  happen. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 


1123 

Mr.  Carr.  We  thank  you  for  being  here.  Your  interest  in  high- 
speed is  known  to  this  Member. 

Ms.  Slaughter.  We  have  discussed  this  a  time  or  two. 

Mr.  Carr.  We  have  some  differences.  However,  we  do  agree  that 
if  we're  going  to  do  anything  in  high-speed  surface  regimes,  we 
ought  to  devote  it  to  steel-on-steel  rather  than  maglev.  I  think  we 
both  agree  on  that. 

Ms.  Slaughter.  Absolutely. 

Mr.  Carr.  Where  we  put  it  and  how  we  deploy  it  we  might  have 
a  difference  of  opinion  on.  This  committee  has  in  the  past  support- 
ed Amtrak's  efforts  at  research  and  development  for  higher  speed 
non-electrified  power  units.  We  have  had  a  series  of  briefings  last 
month.  I  think  the  committee  is  in  all  likelihood  going  to  help 
Amtrak  pursue  its  research. 

As  the  gentlelady  knows,  one  of  the  test  uses  of  that  is  in  the 
Empire  Corridor,  which  was  not  one  of  the  five  high-speed  corri- 
dors designated  by  the  previous  Administration. 

Ms.  Slaughter.  I'm  sure  that  was  an  oversight. 

Mr.  Carr.  Your  Lieutenant  Governor  was  here  and  we  had  a 
very  nice  chat  about  that.  He  gave  testimony. 

I  think  it  quite  frankly  bears  some  examination  as  to  how  those 
corridors  were  designated  because  it  would  seem  to  me  that  at  least 
in  the  minds  of  the  experts  at  Amtrak  the  Empire  Corridor  was  a 
corridor  that  was  meritorious.  It  was  submitted  and  it  was  not  ap- 
proved. 

I  think  that  throws  into  doubt  how  all  of  the  other  corridors 
might  have  been  designated  to  begin  with.  So  we  do  have  some 
basis  for  agreement. 

As  you  know,  our  priority  right  now  is  the  complete  electrifica- 
tion of  the  Northeast  Corridor.  That  is  something  that  the  commit- 
tee has  agreed  to  and  has  committed  to.  We  are  committed  to 
working  with  Amtrak.  I  think  you  know  as  well  that  there  is  prob- 
ably no  other  person  in  America  who  has  the  breadth  and  depth  of 
expertise  on  rail  as  Graham  Claytor.  And  Graham  Claytor  has 
counselled  this  committee  to  proceed  cautiously  and  incrementally 
on  high-speed  rail. 

I  think  that  is  sound  advice  and  I  think  the  committee  will  be 
supporting  that  approach.  It  is  going  to  be  very  hard  in  the  context 
of  the  presidential  campaign  where  a  lot  of  discussion  was  had 
about  this  that  really  didn't  relate  to  technical  details  that  have 
certain  monetary  implications  that  make  some  good  campaign 
stump  speeches  but  they  don't  quite  fit  the  budget  process. 

Ms.  Slaughter.  Mr.  Chairman,  as  I  understand  it,  the  high- 
speed rail  from  New  York  City  to  Boston  is  going  to  save  the  Fed- 
eral Government  the  cost  of  an  entire  new  airport  in  Boston.  I 
think  you  have  to  look  at  these  trade-offs. 

But  if  we  are  going  to  have  a  complete  transportation  system  in 
this  country,  high-speed  rail  has  to  be  part  of  it.  We  are  way 
behind.  It  is  not  that  we're  trying  something  new.  Europe  and 
Japan  have  been  doing  it  for  years  and  successfully.  We're  not 
even  asking  to  come  close  to  what  they  have  from  Paris  to  Lyon, 
300  miles  an  hour.  I  think  people  in  the  northeast  would  be  over- 
whelmed with  joy  at  135  miles  an  hour.  But  even  that  is  just  a  very 
little  bit  faster  than  we  could  go  in  1893. 
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Mr.  Carr.  We  might  differ  here,  too.  This  committee,  having 
looked  at  the  European  and  looked  at  the  Japanese  systems,  is  not 
as  impressed  as  the  gentlelady  is.  Our  rail  systems  in  this  country 
were  built  for  a  different  experience  and  in  many  ways — particu- 
larly in  freight  areas — are  far  superior  to  what  the  Europeans  have 
put  together.  The  notion  that  we  have  an  inferior  rail  system  in 
this  country  ought  to  be  rejected. 

Ms.  Slaughter.  With  freight,  it  may  be  fine.  But  as  long  as  we 
continue  to  sidetrack  passengers  for  freight — which  we  do — that 
doesn't  make  a  bit  of  sense  to  me.  We  are  still  doing  what  we  did 
100  years  ago. 

Mr.  Carr.  The  comparisons  begin  to  also  fall  apart  when  you 
look  at  the  economic  structure  of  the  European  countries  and  what 
they  do  to  force  people  to  trains  because  of  their  political  economic 
construct.  They  are  not  like  we  are.  They  keep  airline  fares  artifi- 
cially high.  Europeans  live  in  density  patterns  that  are  pretty 
much  not  common  in  most  of  the  United  States.  Europeans  tend 
not  to  rely  on  motor  vehicles  the  way  that  people  in  the  United 
States  do. 

Motor  vehicle  travel  and  air  travel  are  a  much  greater  compo- 
nent of  what  we  do  here,  and  we  do  it  very  well. 

Ms.  Slaughter.  Absolutely.  But  I  think  the  question  is  whether 
we  want  to  continue  paving  and  building  more  and  more  lanes  and 
causing  more  and  more  pollution,  or  whether  we  want  to  have  an 
alternate  way  to  go  for  people  who  don't  want  to  drive  those  auto- 
mobiles. 

And  let  me  remind  you  again  that  those  of  us  who  live  in  Up- 
state New  York  that  sometimes  those  decisions  are  made  for  us  by 
nature. 

Mr.  Carr.  You  are  talking  to  a  fellow  from  Michigan  and  we 
have  some  climate  problems  ourselves  which  we  have  to  accommo- 
date occasionally.  But  I  remind  the  gentlelady  that  trains  are  not 
invulnerable  to  weather  themselves.  They  have  their  own  particu- 
lar set  of  problems.  I  can  recall — just  to  anecdotally  go  against 
your  dining  car  comment — my  wife  was  from  Philadelphia,  so  I  am 
very  well  acquainted  with  rail  and  I  used  it  and  enjoyed  the  rail 
experience  on  the  Metroliner. 

But  there  were  a  couple  of  times  when  I  was  sitting  at  Union 
Station  wishing  that  I  had  bought  an  airplane  ticket  because  there 
was  some  kind  of  a  wreck  along  the  rail  system  between  Washing- 
ton and  Philadelphia  or  New  York  that  completely  obliterated  any 
train  service  for  three-fourths  of  a  day.  Those  things  happen. 

Ms.  Slaughter.  I  have  had  that  happen  in  cars,  too.  I  remember 
one  day  I  couldn't  get  to  National  Airport  because  there  had  been 
an  accident  on  the  Parkway  that  tied  up  Washington  for  an  entire 
day.  Nothing  is  perfect. 

Mr.  Carr.  My  point  is  that  the  anecdotal  evidence  of  difficulties 
is  not  very  helpful.  We  are  really  trying  to  analyze  the  situation. 
We're  going  to  try  to  analyze  it  from  the  standpoint  of  what  it  does 
for  our  economy,  what  it  does  to  improve  productivity  and  output. 
We  are  not  unfriendly  to  rail.  We  support  it,  but  we  believe  that 
we  ought  to  proceed  cautiously  with  the  taxpayers'  money. 

The  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania? 
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Mr.  FoGLiETTA.  I  don't  want  to  take  sides  in  this  controversy. 
However,  being  from  the  northeastern  United  States  and  being  an 
advocate  of  the  rail  systems  and  the  high-  speed  rail  systems,  I 
want  to  congratulate  the  lady  and  thank  the  lady  for  the  advocacy 
she  has  been  with  for  a  long  time  with  rails. 

I  believe,  as  you  do,  that  especially  in  parts  of  our  Nation  like 
the  northeast  who  depend  on  transportation  needs  from  the  small- 
er cities  and  towns  to  the  larger  metropolitan  areas  for  their  very 
livelihood — I  think  it  is  extremely  important  that  we  do  have  rail 
systems  that  are  comfortable,  dependable,  and  speedy. 

I  thank  you  for  your  advocacy  here  today. 

Ms.  Slaughter.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Foglietta.  I  appreciate  that. 

When  you  look  at  what  is  happening  now  with  the  airlines,  I 
know  what  is  going  to  be  happening  to  Rochester.  We  are  going  to 
be  completely  confined  to  service  in  those  little  19-  seat  planes  with 
no  bathrooms  and  no  heat.  I  think  that  is  coming  at  us  very  soon. 
There  will  be  no  greater  incentive  for  people  to  ride  the  train. 

Thank  you  very  much  for  your  time.  I  really  appreciate  it. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you  for  being  here. 


Thursday,  April  1,  1993. 

WHITEHALL  FERRY 

WITNESS 

HON.  SUSAN  MOLINARI,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 
STATE  OF  NEW  YORK 

Mr.  Carr.  Our  next  witness  is  another  good  friend  from  New 
York,  Congresswoman  Susan  Molinari. 

Welcome. 

Ms.  Molinari.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

As  a  member  of  the  Public  Works  and  Transportation  Commit- 
tee, I  want  to  tell  you  that  I  respect  the  work  your  committee  does 
and  I  am  grateful  for  the  assistance  you  have  provided  me  in  the 
past. 

Specifically,  on  behalf  of  my  constituents,  I  want  to  thank  you 
for  your  support  of  the  one-way  toll  provision  for  the  Verrazano- 
Narrows  Bridge  that  you  put  in  the  fiscal  year  1993  Transportation 
Appropriations  Act. 

Today  I  would  like  to  talk  to  you  for  just  a  minute  about  ferries. 
They  are  not  the  most  popular  mode  of  transportation  that  this 
committee  funds,  but  they  are  the  most  important  mode  of  trans- 
portation for  my  constituents  and  it  doesn't  affect  a  golf  course  in 
the  district.  [Laughter.] 

In  addition  to  the  ferry  boat  and  the  ferry  terminal  program,  I 
want  to  bring  two  special  programs  in  my  district  to  your  atten- 
tion: the  Whitehall  ferry  terminal  and  the  new  high-speed  ferry 
service  to  midtown  Manhattan. 

The  Staten  Island  ferry  is  the  Nation's  first  publicly  owned  mass 
transit  system.  Every  day,  the  ferry  transports  60,000  commuters, 
over  22  million  people  a  year,  between  Staten  Island  and  downtown 
Manhattan.  It  is  the  country's  most  recognizable  and  utilized  ferry 
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service.  It  is  the  ferry  service  that  was  predominant  during  the 
movie  Working  Girl,  which  I  am  not  sure  either  of  you  saw. 

On  September  8,  1991,  the  Whitehall  ferry  terminal  on  the 
Manhattan  side  of  the  route — as  you  can  see  here — suffered  a  dev- 
astating fire.  The  fire  destroyed  the  total  facility  and  reconstruc- 
tion is  required.  New  York  City  has  spent  over  $15  million  in  emer- 
gency and  interim  work  at  the  terminal  site.  In  order  to  provide 
service  following  the  fire,  the  city  had  to  use  a  nearby  Coast  Guard 
terminal  and  had  to  forego  $17,000  a  day  in  fares. 

The  New  York  City  Department  of  Transportation  and  Economic 
Development  Corporation  worked  quickly  to  get  the  project  to  the 
design  stage  and  provide  consistent  service  to  the  commuters. 

I  have  attached  four  pages  of  material  regarding  this  project. 
You  will  find  tables  of  the  estimated  expenditures,  a  project  sched- 
ule, a  map  that  outlines  the  design  plan,  and  a  sketch  of  the  pro- 
posed terminal  facades. 

As  you  can  see  from  this  material,  the  majority  of  the  project 
needs  funding  in  fiscal  year  1995,  with  only  $11  million  of  outlays 
expected  prior  to  that  period.  I  ask  that  you  could  possibly  provide 
at  least  80  percent  of  the  $11  million  to  the  city  in  fiscal  year  1994 
appropriations. 

The  Public  Works  and  Transportation  Committee  saw  fit  to  au- 
thorize $96  million  for  the  ferry  boat  and  ferry  terminal  discretion- 
ary program  in  ISTEA.  Last  year,  $12  million  was  appropriated  for 
this  program.  I  urge  the  committee  to  approve  the  full  $18  million 
authorization  for  fiscal  year  1994. 

I  want  to  just  point  out  that  despite  the  priority  language  in  last 
year's  Transportation  Appropriations  Act,  which  designated  the 
Staten  Island  Ferry  Terminal  £is  a  priority  project,  we  didn't  re- 
ceive a  portion  of  the  $12  million  that  this  committee  did  in  fact 
appropriate. 

Also  in  the  ISTEA  legislation  there  is  an  authorization  for  the 
funding  of  a  new  high-speed  ferry  service  from  Staten  Island  to 
midtown  Manhattan.  The  State  and  the  city  are  moving  ahead 
with  this  project  and  the  funding  will  be  needed  in  fiscal  year  1994. 
The  project  is  more  important  than  ever  because  of  the  way  New 
York  City  does  things.  We  have  a  12-  to  15-year  reconstruction 
project  on  the  Gowanus  Expressway,  which  is  the  major  roadway 
between  Staten  Island,  Brooklyn,  New  Jersey,  into  Manhattan. 

Mr.  Chairman,  15  years  of  closed  lanes  and  partial  closings 
means  that  commuters  in  my  district  and  from  New  Jersey  will 
have  to  depend  upon  another  means  of  mass  transit.  The  ferry 
system  can  offer  us  this.  I  ask  that  the  committee  provide  $11  mil- 
lion for  this  project  in  fiscal  year  1994. 

Staten  Island  is  a  place  where  ferries  work.  Ferries  are  an  ac- 
cepted mode  of  transportation  that  take  advantage  of  nature's 
roadways.  Ferries  are  not  far-fetched  demonstration  projects  in  my 
district.  They  are  dependable,  effective  links  of  transportation.  Be- 
cause New  York  City  is  the  only  major  city  left  in  the  United 
States  that  is  a  non-attainment  area,  mass  transit  that  actually 
takes  people  out  of  their  cars  is  essential. 

On  a  general  point,  I  ask  you  to  fully  fund  ISTEA  in  fiscal  year 
1994,  not  only  the  highway  section  but  the  transit  section  as  well. 
The  Public  Works  and  Transportation  Committee  worked  closely 
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with  the  States  and  the  cities  to  develop  the  funding  formulas  in 
ISTEA  and  it  is  proper  and  appropriate  that  we  help  them  to  fully 
address  their  needs. 

And  last  but  not  least,  if  any  members  of  the  committee  or  staff 
are  in  New  York  City,  I  urge  you  to  take  a  ride  on  the  Staten 
Island  ferry.  Where  most  commuters  take  their  time  napping  or 
reading  the  papers,  the  20-minute  trip  across  New  York  Harbor 
does  provide  great  sites  of  the  Statue  of  Liberty,  Ellis  Island,  and 
the  Manhattan  skyline.  I  would  be  happy  to  arrange  a  tour  for  any 
one  of  you  of  the  White  Hall  ferry  terminal  and  give  you  a  briefing 
on  the  project  anytime  you  find  yourself  in  New  York  City. 

Once  again,  I  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  speak  to  you 
about  these  important  projects  in  my  district  in  New  York. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you  very  much.  We  appreciate  your  being  here 
and  the  enthusiasm  for  which  you  advocate  your  constituents'  con- 
cerns. 

Ms.  MouNARi.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Carr.  Being  a  member  of  the  Public  Works  Committee, 
could  you  tell  us  a  little  bit  about  the  authorization  for  the  ferry 
boat  and  terminal  discretionary  program? 

Frankly,  this  member  of  the  committee  has  been  somewhat  dis- 
couraged at  the  pattern  of  how  they  have  spent  the  money.  Of 
course,  they  didn't  follow  our  instructions  last  year,  something  we 
will  have  to  speak  to  them  about.  It  seems  to  me  that  that  program 
was  perhaps  put  into  the  bill  with  a  certain  agenda  that  is  being 
followed,  and  that  agenda  did  not  include  the  Staten  Island  ferry. 
Frankly,  we  have  some  ferry  problems  up  in  Michigan  where  most 
of  our  State  is  water.  We  have  a  lot  of  islands  where  there  are  in- 
habitants— although  obviously  not  as  densely  populated  as  New 
York  City — but  we  have  been  attempting  to  apply  for  some  ferry 
money  through  this  program  and  have  been  similarly  unsuccessful. 

Can  you  shed  any  light  on  this? 

Ms.  MouNARi.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  be  happy  to  provide  you 
with  an  update  as  to  what  has  happened  since  the  project  was  au- 
thorized, but  our  experiences  are  very  similar.  When  the  authoriza- 
tion language  was  put  in  the  bill,  we  were  very  hopeful,  recogniz- 
ing that  there  is  a  limited  group  of  individuals  in  the  United  States 
that  currently  rely  on  ferry  service.  We  were  under  the  impression 
that  there  might  be  a  more  fair  distribution  of  the  funds  through- 
out the  United  States  rather  than  what  has  taken  place. 

Mr.  Carr.  Can  you  shed  any  light  on  the  discussion  in  the  com- 
mittee at  the  time  concerning  this  program?  What  areas  of  the 
country  were  pushing  for  this. 

Ms.  MoLiNARi.  Congressman  Foley  was  largely  responsible  for 
the  authorization  language  in  there.  It  was  our  understanding  that 
the  majority  of  the  intent  was  to  go  straight  to  his  State,  although 
I  was  not  on  the  authorizing  committee. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  don't  know  the  history  here.  I  have  heard  some  sto- 
ries that  include  North  Carolina,  frankly.  But  I  don't  know  the 
truth  of  them.  I  have  no  idea. 

Ms.  MouNARi.  We  would  be  happy  to  go  through  that  for  you, 
based  on  our  abilities  to  get  back  into  the  records,  to  see  if  we  can 
determine  that.  I  know  when  that  first  came  up — and  it  did  come 
up  late  in  the  discussion  of  ISTEA — it  was  under  the  understand- 
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ing  that  Washington  would  be  getting  a  majority  of  the  money. 
That  being  said,  we  still  thought  that  the  rest  of  the  States  might 
have  an  opportunity  to  apply  for  some  of  it,  especially  when  you  do 
have  areas  where  this  is  not  used  as — there  is  a  tendency  to  look  at 
ferries  as  a  cruise  ship  and  something  that  one  does  for  purely 
tourist  attractions.  In  both  your  case  and  my  case,  that  clearly  does 
not  fit  the  mold. 

But  as  we  continue  to  examine  things  like  light  rail  and  alterna- 
tives to  transportation,  we  are  going  to  start  to  see  that  more  and 
more  States  are  going  to  be  interested  in  ferry  service  because  it  is 
clean,  it  is  reliable,  and  it  uses  a  transportation  network  that  is  not 
congested. 

Mr.  Carr.  One  final  thing — and  this  is  more  a  comment  than  a 
question  because  I  can't  resist  having  a  member  of  the  Public 
Works  Committee  here  discussing  full  funding  of  ISTEA — and  I 
know  the  gentlelady  is  fully  aware  of  what  I  am  about  to  say. 

The  authorization  levels  set  by  our  good  friends  in  Public  Works 
and  Transportation  for  a  6-year  period  of  time  inevitably  relied  on 
forecasting  of  revenues  and  a  few  other  things.  I  would  just  tell  the 
gentlelady  that  we  are  very  frustrated.  We  would  love  to  fully  fund 
the  authorization  levels,  but  we  also  have  to  assure  the  construc- 
tion industry  of  America  a  steady  level  of  commitment.  As  we  look 
at  the  revenues,  we  see  ourselves  in  a  negative  situation  in  1996, 
that  phenomenon  being  part  of  the  reason  why  the  Administration 
decided  that  in  1995,  over  a  year  from  now,  they  will  return  the  2.5 
cents  to  the  trust  fund. 

That  will  partially  alleviate  the  problem,  but  then  if  you  add  in 
the  effects  of  a  BTU  tax  plus  the  additional  effect  of  exempting — as 
they  propose  to  do — alternative  fuels  from  the  BTU  tax,  which  are 
currently  not  now  pajdng  their  share,  we  have  serious  revenue 
problems  coming  into  the  trust  fund.  It  isn't  as  though  we  don't 
want  to  appropriate  to  authorized  levels,  it  is  that  we  have  to  ap- 
propriate to  expected  revenues. 

So  we  would  love  to  accommodate  our  friends  on  the  authoriza- 
tion committee — another  of  which  has  just  entered  the  room — but 
we  have  to  be  very  seriously  concerned  about  the  revenues. 

Ms.  MoLiNARi.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  certainly  understand  that,  and 
I  knew  you  were  going  to  say  that.  [Laughter.] 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Wolf. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  welcome  you,  Congresswoman  Molinari.  You  make  a  very  good 
point.  I  think  your  statement  is  right  on  target.  I  have  taken  the 
Staten  Island  ferry.  Without  the  Staten  Island  ferry,  you  couldn't 
operate. 

Ms.  Molinari.  I  can't  imagine  what  our  alternative  would  be. 

Mr.  Wolf.  This  is  not  a  demonstration  project.  This  thing  is  so 
critical.  I  think  you  make  a  very  good  point  and  also  concerning 
the  Clean  Air  Act  with  regard  to  New  York  City,  and  the  absolute 
congestion  you  have. 

If  there  is  anything  I  can  do  to  help  you,  I  would  be  glad  to  do 
that. 

Ms.  Molinari.  If  you  travel  from  Staten  Island  or  Brookl3m  to 
downtown  Manhattan,  it  is  approximately  7  or  8  miles  and  it  takes 
a  good  hour  or  hour  and  a  half  by  car  in  the  morning.  That  obvi- 
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ously  involves  the  buses  also.  So  we  are  desperate  to  seek  out  and 
secure  alternative  means  of  transportation,  as  you  stated,  that  can 
be  environmentally  safe.  The  Staten  Island  ferry  does  that.  Unfor- 
tunately, the  fire  at  the  ferry  terminal  really  set  us  back  20  or  30 
years  in  terms  of  our  ability  to  handle  the  increasing  traffic. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Is  Staten  Island  growing,  too?  Are  more  homes  being 
built  out? 

Ms.  MoLiNARi.  Gratefully,  yes.  We  are  at  approximately  400,000 
in  our  population  right  now. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Staten  Island  has  wonderful  local  leadership,  too. 

Ms.  MouNARi.  My  father  thanks  you  for  that.  Congressman.  I 
will  tell  him  you  said  that. 

Mr.  Carr.  The  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania? 

Mr.  FoGLiETTA.  I  just  Want  to  thank  the  gentlelady  for  her  enthu- 
siasm for  the  ferry  systems  throughout  the  country.  They  are  prob- 
ably the  premier  system  for  transportation.  We  in  Philadelphia 
had  a  ferry  system  connecting  the  city  of  Philadelphia  with  the 
city  of  Camden,  New  Jersey  for  many  years.  They  stopped  it  about 
25  or  30  years  ago  and  just  2  years  ago  went  back  to  it  because  it 
was  so  good.  It  serves  as  a  recreational  facility  as  well  as  a  vital 
transportation  link  in  getting  people  back  and  forth  between  the 
two  States  and  the  two  cities. 

Ms.  MoLiNARL  Probably  one  of  the  second  oldest  ferry  systems 
was  from  Staten  Island  to  Brooklyn.  They  are  starting  to  look  now 
at  redesigning  that  again  because  it  seems  that  we  have  run  out  of 
our  alternatives  relative  to  what  cars  and  subways  can  do  for  us. 

Mr.  FoGUETTA.  Anything  to  get  them  off  those  highways. 

Ms.  MoLiNARi.  Absolutely.  And  this  is  something  that  people 
don't  really  mind. 

Mr.  FoGLiETTA.  Thank  you  so  very  much. 

Ms.  MoLiNARL  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Carr,  The  gentleman  from  Texas? 

Mr.  DeLay.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  am  sorry  I  missed  your 
statement.  I'm  sure  it  was  excellent.  And  I  know  it  was  full  of 
fiscal  responsibility. 

Ms.  MouNARi.  Thank  you.  Congressman.  I  will  be  prepared  to 
nag  you  in  private  about  this.  [Laughter.] 

Mr.  DeLay.  I  am  looking  forward  to  working  with  you  and  help- 
ing you  with  this. 

Ms.  Molinari.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you  very  much  for  being  here. 

Ms.  MouNARL  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  the  Hon.  Molinari  follows:] 
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TESTIMONY  OF 

CONGRESSWOMAN  SUSAN  MOLINARI 

BEFORE  THE 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  TRANSPORTATION  APPROPRIATIONS 

THURSDAY,  APRIL  1,  1993 

Mr.  Chairmem,  Members  of  the  Committee,  thank  you  for  this 
opportiinity  to  testify  before  you  today.   As  a  member  of  the 
Public  Works  and  Transportation  Committee,  I  respect  the  work 
your  committee  does,  and  I  am  grateful  for  the  assistance  you 
have  provided  in  the  past.   Specifically,  on  behalf  of  my 
constituents,  I  want  to  thank  you  for  your  support  of  the 
one-way  toll  provision  for  the  Verrazano-Narrows  Bridge  in  the 
Fiscal  Year  1993  Transportation  Appropriations  Act. 

Today,  I  would  like  to  talk  to  you  about  ferries.   Though 
not  the  most  popular  mode  of  transportation  your  committee 
funds,  it  is  the  most  important  mode  of  transportation  for  my 
constituents.   In  addition  to  the  Ferry  Boat  and  Ferry  Terminal 
Progreun,  I  would  also  like  to  bring  two  projects  in  my  district 
to  your  attention:  the  Whitehall  Ferry  Terminal  and  a  new 
high-speed  ferry  service  to  Midtown  Manhattan. 

The  Staten  Island  Ferry  is  the  nation's  first  publicly 
owned  mass  transit  system.   Every  day,  the  ferry  transports 
60,000  commuters,  over  22  million  people  a  year,  between  Staten 
Island  and  downtown  Manhattan.   The  Staten  Island  Ferry  ,is  the 
country's  most  recognizable  and  utilized  ferry  service. 

On  September  8,  1991,  the  Whitehall  Ferry  Terminal  on  the 
Manhattan  side  of  the  route  suffered  a  devastating  fire.   The 
fire  destroyed  the  facility  and  now  total  reconstruction  is 
required.   New  York  City  has  already  spent  over  $15  million  on 
emergency  2uid  interim  work  at  the  terminal  site.   In  order  to 
provide  service  following  the  fire,  the  city  used  a  Coast  Guard 
terminal  and  had  to  forgo  $17,000  a  day  in  fares  for  three 
weeks.   The  New  York  City  Department  of  Transportation  and  the 
New  York  City  Economic  Development  Corporation  have  worked 
quickly  to  get  this  project  to  the  design  stage  and  to  provide 
consistent  service  to  commuters. 

I  have  attached  four  pages  of  material  regarding  this 
project.   At  the  back  of  my  testimony,  you  will  find:  a  table  of 
estimated  expenditures,  a  project  schedule,  a  map  that  outlines 
the  design  plan,  and  a  sketch  of  the  proposed  terminal's 
facades.   As  you  can  see  from  this  material,  the  majority  of 
this  project  needs  funding  in  FY' 95  with  only  $11  million  of 
outlays  expected  prior  to  that  period.   I  ask  that  you  provide 
at  least  80%  of  the  $11  million  to  the  city  in  the  Fiscal  Year 
1994  Appropriations  Act. 
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The  Public  Works  and  Transportation  Committee  saw  fit  to 
authorize  $96  million  for  the  Ferry  Boat  and  Ferry  Terminal 
Discretionary  Program  in  the  ISTEA.   Last  year,  $12  million  was 
appropriated  for  this  program.   I  urge  the  committee  to  approve 
the  full  $18  million  authorization  for  FY'94.   I  would  like  to 
point  out  that  despite  priority  language  in  last  year's 
Transportation  Appropriations  Act,  New  York  did  not  receive  a 
portion  of  the  $12  million  this  committee  appropriated. 

Also  in  the  ISTEA  legislation,  there  is  an  authorization 
for  the  funding  of  a  new  high-speed  ferry  service  from  Staten 
Island  to  Midtown  Manhattan.   The  state  and  city  are  moving 
ahead  on  this  project  and  funding  will  be  needed  in  FY'94.   This 
project  is  more  important  than  ever  because  a  12  to  15  year 
reconstruction  of  the  Gowanus  Expressway  is  just  getting 
underway.   This  roadway  is  the  main  thoroughfare  from  Staten 
Island  to  Manhattan.   Fifteen  years  of  closed  lanes  and  partial 
closings  of  this  corridor  that  commuters  in  my  district  depend 
on  will  necessitate  another  means  of  mass  transit  to  the  Midtown 
business  district.   I  ask  that  the  committee  provide  $11  million 
for  this  project  in  FY'94. 

Staten  Island  is  a  place  where  ferries  work.   Ferries  are 
an  accepted  mode  of  transportation  that  take  advantage  of 
"nature's  roadways."   Ferries  are  not  a  far  fetched 
demonstration  project  in  my  district,  they  are  a  dependable, 
effective,  and  needed  transportation  link.   Because  New  York 
City  is  the  only  city  that  is  not  meeting  Clean  Air  Act  , 
standards,  mass  transit  that  actually  takes  people  out  of  their 
cars  is  essential. 

On  a  more  general  point,  but  a  point  vital  to  New  York 
City,  I  ask  you  to  fully  fund  ISTEA  in  FY'94.   Not  only  the 
highway  section,  but  the  transit  section  as  well.   The  Public 
Works  and  Transportation  Committee  worked  closely  with  states 
and  cities  to  develop  the  funding  formulas  in  the  ISTEA  and  it 
is  proper  that  we  work  to  help  them  fully  address  their  needs. 

If  any  Members  or  staff  of  the  committee  are  in  New  York 
City,  I  urge  you  to  take  the  time  to  take  a  ride  on  the  Staten 
Island  Ferry.   While  most  commuters  spend  their  time  napping  or 
reading  the  paper,  the  20  minute  trip  across  New  York  Harbor 
provides  great  views  of  the  Statue  of   Liberty,  Ellis  Island, 
and  the  Manhattan  skyline.   I  would  be  happy  to  arrange  a  tour 
of  the  Whitehall  Terminal  and  a  briefing  on  the  project  for  any 
and  all  visitors. 

Once  again,  I  want  to  thank  the  Members  of  this  committee 
for  this  opportunity,  and  I  ask  that  you  give  my  requests 
careful  consideration. 
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ESTIMATED  EXPENDITURES 

WHITEHALL  FERRY  TERMINAL  PROJECT 

nSCAL  YEARS  1993  -  1995 


CONTRACT  ACTIVITY  AMOUNT       FY 


TERMINAL  AND 

PLAZA  DESIGN  SUM*  93 

TERMINAL  AND 

PLAZA  CONSTRUCTION  S72M  95 

TERMINAL  AND  CONSTRUCTION  MANAGEMENT/ 

PLAZA  CONSTRUCTION  SUPERVISION  SlOM  95 


*In  negotiation  w/consultant 


NARRATIVE 

The  Whitehall  Terminal  is  the  Manhattan  terminus  of  Staten  Island  Ferry  service,  which 
serves  over  60,000  passengers  daily.  After  a  fire  in  September.  1991  destroyed  most  of  the 
existing  building,  dating  from  1908  and  1954,  the  city  moved  quickly  to  effect  emergency 
repairs,  provide  temporary  facilities  for  ferr>'  users  and  begin  planning  for  a  new  terminal 
designed  for  the  current  and  future  intermodal  transportation  needs  of  New  York's 
commuters  and  visitors.  To  date,  New  York  City  has  spent  over  $15  Million  on  emergency 
and  interim  work  at  the  terminal  site. 

A  widely  publicized  design  competition  sponsored  by  the  New  York  City  Economic 
Development  Corporation  resulted  in  the  selection  of  a  scheme  by  the  architectural  team 
of  Venturi,  Scott  Brown  and  Associates  and   Anderson/Schwartz  Architects. 

The  project  schedule  (attached  w/area  plan)  estimates  a  two-year  design  period,  beginning 
this  spring,  for  the  Terminal  Building  and  adjacent  Peter  Minuit  Plaza,  followed  by  a  four- 
phase,  three  year  period  of  construction.  The  phasing  will  ensure  that  two  ferry  slips  and 
an  adeequate  waiting  area  will  be  operational  at  all  times.  The  estimated  construction 
duration  for  the  Slips  component,  which  will  also  begin  this  spring,  is  18  months. 
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Thursday,  April  1,  1993. 
MEMBER  OF  CONGRESS 
WITNESS 

HON.  JAMES  L.  OBERSTAR,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 
STATE  OF  MINNESOTA 

Mr.  Carr.  Our  next  witness  is  a  good  friend  and  colleague  from 
the  State  of  Minnesota,  esteemed  chairman  of  the  Aviation  Sub- 
committee on  PubUc  Works  and  Transportation. 

Mr.  Oberstar.  Congratulations  to  you  on  your  elevation  to  this 
high  position  of  responsibility. 

Mr.  Carr.  Knock  it  off.  [Laughter.] 

Mr.  Oberstar.  I  remind  the  gentleman  that  we  came  to  Congress 
in  the  same  class.  [Laughter.] 

I  am  here  to  address  three  issues:  the  National  Driver  Register; 
Minnesota  Technical  College  Air  Traffic  Control  Training  Center, 
and  an  aging  aircraft  training  facility  for  the  State  of  Oklahoma. 

The  National  Driver  Register  is  an  issue  I  have  come  to  this  sub- 
committee again  and  again  over  the  last  15  years  to  plead  for  fund- 
ing and  the  committee  has  responded.  The  funding  request  for  the 
National  Driver  Register  for  next  year  has  not  been  resolved  yet, 
but  I  understand  it  will  be  in  the  range  of  $3.5  million  to  $3.6  mil- 
lion, a  modest  investment  of  funds  for  a  very  effective  program. 
The  NDR  has  grown,  with  this  committee's  support,  under  previous 
chairman.  Bill  Lehman,  to  now  be  extended  to  48  States  that  par- 
ticipate vigorously  and  actively. 

Last  year,  it  processed  30  million  requests  for  identification  of 
multiple  driver  license  holders  and  made  10  million  interactive  in- 
quiries relating  information  from  one  State  to  another  and  1  mil- 
lion positive  identifications  of  people  who  present  a  potential  prob- 
lem. 

Under  the  previous  mail-in  system  for  the  NDR,  where  States 
mailed  their  driver  records  to  each  other,  most  records  of  licenses 
suspended  or  revoked  because  of  drunk  driving  in  the  first  State 
arrived  after  the  applicant  had  gotten  his  replacement  license  from 
the  second  State.  The  updated  computerized  system  we  now  have  is 
working  effectively  and  States  are  now  moving  to  the  problem 
driver  pointer  system,  which  is  a  6-second  response,  while  the  ap- 
plicant for  a  driver's  license  is  standing  in  line  waiting.  The  infor- 
mation is  fired  into  the  NDR  and  comes  back  with  an  indication 
that  there  may  be  a  problem,  with  this  driver's  record  in  his  home 
State,  and  the  potential  license-issuing  State  can  then  proceed  fur- 
ther to  ask  additional  information. 

The  FAA  is  now  participating  in  the  National  Driver  Register. 
And  last  year,  NDR  processed  over  410,000  requests  from  FAA,  an- 
other 10,000  from  the  Federal  Railroad  Administration,  and  45,000 
requests  from  other  Federal  agencies,  and  in  the  process  picking  up 
people  who  had  problem  driver  records,  DWI  or  drug-related  prob- 
lems. The  result  is  that  our  highways,  our  airways,  and  our  rail- 
road systems  are  safer  to  the  extent  that  we  have  been  able  to 
identify  people  who  have  problems  and  keep  them  from  being  in 
our  transportation  system. 


1137 

I  urge  the  committee  to  continue  its  vigilance  in  supporting  this 
very  important  safety  initiative. 

I  would  like  to  say  also  that  while  it  was  my  legislation  that  up- 
dated the  NDR,  it  was  our  former  colleague,  John  Rhodes,  who  ini- 
tiated it  in  1960.  He  and  I  consulted  many  times  and  continue  to 
talk.  I  am  very  proud  of  the  progress  that  has  been  made  on  this 
project. 

On  the  Minnesota  Air  Traffic  Control  Training  Center,  I  speak 
for  my  colleague  from  Minnesota,  Martin  Sabo,  in  whose  district 
this  project  is  actually  operating.  It  is  not  a  Sabo  project  and  it  is 
not  a  Minnesota  project,  it  is  an  FAA  initiative  started  under  then 
Administrator  Alan  McArtor,  and  is  a  partnership  with  the  States 
to  enlist  support  of  education  training  centers  and  vocational  train- 
ing centers  in  training  air  traffic  control  technicians,  specialists, 
and  to  expedite  the  training  of  people  that  we  need  in  the  air  traf- 
fic control  system. 

The  Minnesota  Technical  College  S5rstem  has  processed  148  grad- 
uates, 78  percent  of  whom  have  been  placed  at  air  traffic  control 
facilities  by  the  FAA.  They  have  a  very,  very  high  success  rate.  We 
need  air  traffic  controllers.  The  system  has  to  continue  the  replace- 
ment rate,  as  well  as  adding  additional  air  traffic  controllers  to  key 
overburdened  facilities.  This  prc^ram  is  working  very,  very  well. 
Students  are  coming  there  from  all  over  the  United  States  for 
training. 

I  have  visited  the  center  and  I  must  say  that  the  enthusiasm  at 
this  facility  is  extraordinary.  There  is  a  high  degree  of  excitement 
by  the  graduates  in  the  quality  of  training  they  are  receiving  and 
the  prospects  for  putting  that  training  to  work. 

The  final  request  I  would  make  is  that  you  support  the  request 
from  our  colleague,  Glenn  English,  for  funding  of  an  aging  aircraft 
training  center  at  the  Technical  College  at  Oklahoma  City.  I  visited 
that  center  and  they  have  the  most  advanced  program  so  far  in  the 
country  for  training  maintenance  specialists  in  non-destructive 
testing  and  evaluation  of  aging  aircraft  in  the  whole  country. 

The  number  of  aging  aircr^  is  continuing  to  grow.  For  want  of 
burdening  the  committee  with  a  more  technical  term,  under  the 
Aging  Aircraft  Maintenance  Act — now  law — ^when  an  aircraft 
reaches  its  15th  year  of  age,  or  a  certain  number  of  cycles  in  take- 
offs  and  landings,  it  must  undergo  a  more  intensive  maintenance 
schedule.  We  found  in  the  course  of  our  hearings  on  this  subject 
that  there  simply  are  not  enough  vocatipnal  training  centers  in  the 
country  to  produce  the  skilled  technicians  to  do  this  laborious,  in- 
tensive, routine,  but  extremely  important  maintenance  work. 

The  Metro  Training  Center  in  Oklahoma  City  has  such  a  pro- 
gram that  can  be  expanded  and  should  be  expanded  to  become  a 
national  center.  We  have  provided  funding  for  up  to  four  such  cen- 
ters to  undertake  this  work  of  providing  the  Nation  with  a  cadre  of 
highly  specialized,  trained  technicians.  Of  course,  Oklahoma  City  is 
already  an  FAA  center  and  they  have  air  traffic  control  training 
and  a  number  of  other  activities.  So  this  fits  in  very  well  with  the 
other  activities  of  the  FAA. 
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I  urge  the  committee  to  provide  the  funding  for  this  center  and 
help  our  aircraft  maintenance  program  move  along  as  smartly  as  it 
should. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  the  Hon.  Oberstar  follows:] 
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STATEMENT  OF  HON.  JAMES  L.  OBERSTAR 

before  the 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  TRANSPORTATION 

COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 

April  1. 1993 

Mr.  Chairman,  and  members  of  this  distinguished  Committee,  it  is  pleasure  to  be  here 
today  to  request  your  support  for  two  national  programs:   the  National  Driver  Register,  and 
the  Minnesota  Technical  College  Air  Traffic  Control  Training  Center,  and  to  support  our 
colleague.  Glenn  English's  request,  for  an  advance  maintenance  trining  facility. 

NATIONAL  DRIVER  REGISTER 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  author  of  the  National  Driver  Register  Act  of  1982.  I  want  to 
compliment  this  Committee  on  its  sustained  support  for  the  National  Driver  Register,  funding 
it  when  the  Administration  was  disinterested,  pushing  it  forward,  and  keeping  it  adequately 
funded.  This  year,  the  need  for  adequate  monies  continues. 

The  Department  of  Transportation  has  not  yet  sent  its  detailed  budget  request  to 
Congress,  so  I  am  not  sure  what  dollar  amount  will  be  asked.  The  NDR  received  $3.6  million  in 
fiscal  year  1993,  and  I  believe  this  year's  request  will  be  similar.  Whatever  the  final  number,  it 
deserves  full  funding. 

The  National  Driver  Register  is  a  central  repository  of  information  on  individuals  whose 
drivers  licenses  have  been  revoked,  suspended,  cancelled,  or  denied,  or  who  have  been  convicted 
of  certain  serious  traffic-related  violations  such  as  driving  while  impaired  by  alcohol  or  other 
drugs.  State  driver  licensing  officials  query  the  NDR  when  someone  applies  for  a  license  to 
determine  if  the  applicant's  license  has  been  withdrawn  in  any  other  state.   Because  it  is  a 
nationwide  computer  index,  with  records  from  all  states,  a  state  needs  only  submit  a  single 
inquiry  to  obtain  this  information.  The  NDR's  database  assists  the  inquiring  state's  driver 
licensing  official  in  determining  whether  or  not  to  issue  a  license  and  unproves  the  state's 
driver  record  system. 

Forty  eight  states  have  established  electronic  access  to  the  NDR  file,  which  is  a  major 
step  for  states  that  issue  licenses  over  the  counter  (as  opposed  to  those  states  which  require  a 
waiting  period). 

Our  highways  are  already  safer,  thanks  to  NDR.  with  fewer  drugged  and  drunken 
drivers  who  previously  would  have  been  able  to  go  out-of-state  to  replace  licenses  suspended  in 
their  home  states  because  of  their  impaired  driving.  Thanks  to  NDR,  if  these  drivers  try  to  get 
an  out-of-state  license.  48  states  can  now  identify  them  while  they  are  standing  in  line  and 
refuse  them  a  license. 

The  demand  for  NDR  services  indicates  its  importance.   In  calendar  year  1992  the 
Register  received  over  10  million  interactive  inquiries  and  almost  30  million  total  inquiries.  It 
made  over  1  million  identifications  (i.e.  indications  of  a  potential  problem),  and  updated  11.6 
million  entries. 

Not  only  are  our  highways  safer,  but  our  skies  and  rails  as  well.  The  NDR  processes 
inquiries  from  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration  and  the  Federal  Railroad  Administration, 
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for  the  detection  of  driving  violations,  especially  alcohol-related  violations,  as  a  routine  part  of 
certification.  Also,  the  U.S.  Coast  Guard  recently  received  authorization  to  access  NDR 
information  on  their  certification  applicants. 

Last  year,  the  NDR  processed  412.000  inquiries  from  FAA,  10.000  from  the  Federal 
Railroad  Administration,  and  an  additional  45.0OO  from  other  Federal  agencies. 

The  NDR  is  in  the  process  of  converting  to  the  Problem  Driver  Pointer  System  (PDPS) 
to  improve  the  speed  and  reliability  of  NDR  mformation.   Under  the  PDPS  the  Register  will 
no  longer  contain  substantive  data,  but  will  simply  determine  whether  adverse  action  has  been 
taken  against  an  individual.   It  will  not  contain  specific  information  about  why  an  individual's 
name  appears  on  the  NDR  file;  such  information  will  be  available  only  at  the  state  level. 
When  a  match  occurs  with  a  record  on  the  NDR  file,  the  NDR  will  electronically  "point"  to  the 
state  where  the  adverse  action  is  maintained,  retrieve  that  information,  and  relay  it  to  the  state 
of  inquiry.  Thus,  states  are  assured  timely  and  accurate  information. 

PDPS  conversion  activity  consists  of  making  system  changes  at  the  NDR  and  providing 
technical  and  training  assistance  to  states  in  their  conversion  efforts,  including  a  Help  Desk 
staffed  by  a  small  group  of  systems  analysts.   The  PDPS  system  changes  at  the  NDR  central 
computer  site  will  be  completed  by  May,  1993. 

Four  states  participated  in  the  PDPS  Pilot  Test  Program:  Ohio.  North  Dakota. 
Washington,  and  Virginia.   Florida  will  be  the  first  state  to  join  these  pilot  states  in  June.  1993, 
with  an  additional  11  to  15  states  scheduled  for  implementation  by  this  December. 

MINNESOTA  AIR  TRAFFIC  CONTROL  TRAINING  CENTER 

Mr.  Chairman,  another  of  my  long-held  interests  under  this  Committee's  jurisdiction  has 
been  the  Minnesota  Air  Traffic  Control  Training  Center.   I  share  this  interest  with  my 
colleague  on  this  Committee.  Mr.  Sabo.   And.  as  Chairman  of  the  Public  Works  and 
Transportation  Subcommittee  on  Aviation,  I  have  seen  the  need  that  this  facility  has  filled  in 
the  recent  past,  pioneering  training  methods  for  air  traffic  controllers.   1  urge  the  Committee 
to  continue  your  past  support  for  the  Center. 

The  Training  Center  is  demonstrating  that  a  collegiate  system,  in  collaboration  with  the 
Federal  Aviation  Administration  and  utilizing  state-of-the-art  technology  and  innovative 
instructional  techniques,  can  cost-effectively  attract,  pre-screen  and  train  highly  qualified  air 
traffic  control  developmentals  who  are  achieving  full  performance  level  status  with  the  FAA. 

The  Minnesota  Technical  College  System  is  the  deliverer  of  this  program.  Since 
admitting  the  first  class  in  January,  1991,  the  Center  has  graduated  six  classes,  totalling  148 
students.  Ninety  three  are  currently  employed  and  an  additional  22  have  report  dates  during 
April.   These  115  graduates  (a  78%  hire  rate)  will  be  working  at  11  of  the  Air  Route  Traffic 
Control  Centers  across  the  United  States.   In  addition,  20  graduates  have  been  issued  facility 
assignments  and  currently  await  their  report  dates  at  five  additional  Air  Route  Traffic  Control 
Centers. 

To  date,  the  graduates  have  p)erformed  satisfactorily  in  the  field.   Without  exception,  the 
feedback  from  on-site  training  staff  has  been  very  positive  in  both  the  technical  and  attitudinal 
areas. 

The  Center  has  also  been  successful  in  recruiting  a  culturally  diverse  student  pwpulation. 
By  adapting  the  curriculum  and  teaching  methodology,  nearly  all  individuals  have  been  able  to 
become  successful. 
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Mr.  Chairman,  representatives  of  the  Center  will  appear  before  you  later  in  your 
hearing  schedule,  with  further  information  on  their  program.  I  would  at  this  point  simply 
associate  myself  with  their  testimony,  and  state  again  my  fullest  support  for  their  statement. 

ADVANCE  MAINTENANCE  TRAINING  FACILITIES 

You  have  heard  from  our  colleague  from  Oklahoma.  Glenn  English,  regarding 
appropriations  for  advance  maintenance  training  facilities.   In  the  development  of  the  current 
Trust  Fund  authorization  Congressman  English  testified  about  the  importance  of  funding  of 
capital  facilities  for  advanced  maintenance  training  facilities.  He  made  a  compelling  case,  and 
Trust  Fund  funding  for  this  was  authorized.   I  want  you  to  know  that  I  am  totally  supportive 
of  this  new  program  and  urge  that  funds  be  appropriated  for  it 
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Mr.  Carr.  We  thank  you  for  your  advice  and  counsel.  I  also  want 
to  congratulate  you.  There  is  no  one  in  the  Congress  who  has  been 
more  interested  in  the  National  Driver  Register  than  you  are.  You 
are  the  driving  force  behind  it  and  it  has  saved  lives.  People  who 
are  living  today  might  not  otherwise,  because  of  your  efforts — they 
probably  don't  even  know  your  name.  The  country,  if  for  no  other 
reason  than  that,  owes  you  a  debt  of  gratitude.  I  think  it  has  the 
unqualified  support  of  this  committee. 

Mr.  Oberstar.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Carr.  The  only  question  I  have  about  the  air  traffic  training 
facility  has  more  to  do  with  the  overall  supply  and  demand. 

As  you  know,  the  FAA's  own  training  center  at  Oklahoma  City  is 
not  currently  taking  more  students  because  they  have  enough.  Do 
you  foresee  a  situation  where  maybe  we  would  close  the  Oklahoma 
Air  Traffic  Control  Academy  and  rely  more  on  institutions  like  the 
Minnesota  Air  Traffic  Control  Training  Center? 

Where  do  you  see  us  going  in  the  future? 

Mr.  Oberstar.  I  see  the  FAA  Center  as  the  standard  bearer,  the 
centerpiece  for  air  traffic  control  training.  I  think  we  need  to  con- 
tinue the  FAA-directed  and  operated  center  and  support  that  activ- 
ity with  a  certain  number — although  I  don't  know  what  that 
number  might  be — as  demand  requires  of  alternative  training  cen- 
ters, but  whose  training  will  still  be  under  the  aegis  of  and  stand- 
ards set  by  the  FAA. 

While  the  Oklahoma  center  is  not  taking  additional  students, 
neither  is  the  Minnesota  vocational  program  right  now.  They  have 
a  new  class  scheduled  for  April  5th  with  32  students.  They  had  no 
January  class.  September  6th  will  begin  another  class.  Those  are  6- 
month  training  projects. 

But  the  FAA  has  slowed  down  the  Oklahoma  center  simply  be- 
cause they  have  had  this  Government-wide  imposed  ceiling  on 
hiring.  That  has  no  relationship  to  the  demand  and  the  need  for 
air  traffic  controllers.  The  need  is  still  there  very  substantially. 
And  there  are  facilities  that  have  sufficient  staffing,  but  there  are 
more  that  are  understaffed,  and  we  find  centers  that  are  still  work- 
ing excessive  overtime  with  insufficient  leave  time. 

Mr.  Carr.  Has  your  committee  done  any  cost  comparison  be- 
tween the  cost  of  educating  and  training  a  controller  at  Oklahoma 
City  versus  training  an  air  traffic  controller  in  Minnesota? 

Mr.  Oberstar.  We  have  given  that  some  thought  and  it  seems 
that  we  really  ought  to  wait  until  the  September  class  to  really 
have  a  good  2  to  3  year  experience  base  before  undertaking  such  a 
comparison.  But  I  think  that  would  be  an  appropriate  time  to  dis- 
cuss this  with  FAA  and  with  GAO.  I  think  we  will  wait  until  at 
le£ist  two  more  classes  have  been  processed  through  the  Minnesota 
program  and  then  make  a  comparison.  We  would  look  not  only  to 
cost,  but  to  quality  of  training. 

Mr.  Carr.  The  Minnesota  program  is  following  the  pre-screens 
that  the  Academy  requires,  are  they  not? 

Mr.  Oberstar.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  would  just  offer  it  as  a  discussion  point  for  the 
future  that  perhaps  places  like  the  Minnesota  center  could  carry 
the  ball.  Maybe  we  could  achieve  some  governmental  economies 
here.  I  don't  know  that  it  would  prove  out. 
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Mr.  Oberstar.  I  have  no  problem  at  all  with  that  approach.  As  I 
said,  my  professional  staff  and  I  have  discussed  it  and  reviewed 
this  matter  and  discussed  it  with  the  FAA  and  GAO  where  we 
think  that  another  6  months  experience  would  then  be  a  good  time 
to  look  at  how  standards  are  being  maintained  and  the  quality  of 
work. 

We  are  finding,  though,  that  the  students  now  entering  air  traf- 
fic control  training  centers  move  along  far  more  quickly  than  they 
did  15  or  20  years  ago  because  you  are  getting  a  high  school  prod- 
uct fully  familiar  with  computers  and  at  ease  with  the  computer 
technology,  hardware,  and  understanding  of  software  that  really 
helps  them  to  move  ahead  much  more  quickly. 

The  real  task  is  to  match  the  quickiiess  of  mind  and  agility  of 
mind  to  the  physical  skills  just  entering  information.  I  compare  it 
very  much  to  doing  simultaneous  translation  as  a  language  teacher 
and  one  who  did  simultaneous  and  consecutive  translation.  There 
is  a  certain  skill  that  a  person  needs  to  do  this  work. 

I  don't  particularly  have  it.  I  hear  French  and  my  mind  wants  to 
look  for  the  precise  word  to  give  the  translation.  A  skilled  and  ad- 
vanced simultaneous  interpreter  just  moves  the  words  right 
through  like  a  sieve  from  ear  to  mouth  quickly.  An  air  traffic  con- 
troller has  to  work  in  the  same  way.  They  have  to  know  it  so  well 
that  they  operate  on  instinct  to  move  commands  forward. 

Mr.  Carr.  We  look  forward  to  working  with  you.  We  are  a  little 
bit  concerned  here  about  the  demand  for  controllers,  as  you  point 
out,  the  0PM  rules  and  requirements  in  whatever  happens  to  be 
the  hiring  mode  of  the  Government  at  a  particular  time,  and  the 
capacity  to  train.  If  we  mismatch  any  one  of  those  three  over  a 
long  period  of  time,  we  end  up  with  inefficiencies  that  waste 
money.  So  we  will  be  looking  forward  to  working  with  you  in  the 
future. 

Mr.  Oberstar.  I  am  glad  to  hear  your  concern  about  it.  I  think 
we  are  coming  up  on  two  humps — a  smaller  one  and  a  larger  one — 
one  hump  is  the  group  of  controllers  that  stayed  on  in  1981  and  the 
other  hump  is  those  hired  in  1981,  1982,  and  early  1983  who  will  be 
reaching  retirement  age  around  the  year  2000  or  just  shortly  there- 
after. We  need  to  be  sure  that  we  have  a  ready  reserve  coming  into 
the  system. 

Mr.  Carr.  And  it  is  not  efficient  from  the  standpoint  of  training, 
either,  to  have  training  institutions — ^be  it  in  Minnesota  or  Oklaho- 
ma City — going  dark  for  periods  of  time.  There  is  a  real  cost — not 
just  financial  but  a  cost  of  the  pedagogical  continuity. 

Mr.  Oberstar.  Exactly. 

Mr.  Carr.  So  we  really  need  to  think  about  how  we  manage  the 
flow  of  instructor  talent,  dollars,  and  the  throughput  of  students  in 
an  effective  way.  We  look  forward  to  working  with  you  on  that. 

Mr.  Oberstar.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Wolf. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

The  National  Driver  Register — is  there  2iny  way  that  can  be  used 
for  boating? 

Mr.  Oberstar.  If  the  Coast  Guard  wishes  to  access  the  NDR,  they 
would  be  able  to  do  so.  They  would  just  work  out  a  memorandum 
of  understanding  with  the  NDR  to  do  that,  as  the  FAA  has  done. 
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Mr.  Wolf.  We  have  had  a  number  of  witnesses  in  the  last  couple 
of  weeks  who  have  testified  with  regard  to  the  greater  increase  in 
boating  accidents  involving  alcohol. 

I  guess  you  don't  actually  get  a  boating  license  the  same  way, 
but  would  there  be  any  way— do  States  require  boating  licenses? 
Do  you  know? 

Mr.  Oberstar.  Well,  in  Minnesota,  we  require  boats  to  be  li- 
censed. 

Mr.  Wolf.  But  not  the  drivers? 

Mr.  Oberstar.  We  require  boats  to  be  licensed,  although  not  an 
individual.  It  is  licensed  in  a  person's  name,  therefore,  there  is  a 
connection  with  a  human  being. 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  just  wonder  if  there  would  be  any  way  to  tie  in  boat- 
ing, particularly  given  the  number  of  accidents  involving  alcohol. 

Mr.  Oberstar.  You  may  wish  to  pursue  that  with  the  Coast 
Guard  when  they  come  for  testimony. 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  will  ask  them  that. 

On  the  Minnesota  Air  Traffic  Control — is  that  training  the  same 
as  the  Oklahoma  training? 

Mr.  Oberstar.  Yes. 

Mr.  Wolf.  And  is  it  basically  the  same  training  course? 

Mr.  Oberstar.  It  is  the  same  course.  They  use  the  same  technolo- 
gy and  they  follow  the  same  curriculum. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  DeLay. 

Mr.  DeLay.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  appreciate  you  coming  before  us,  Mr.  Chairman,  but  I  only 
have  one  question.  Actually,  I  think  it  has  been  answered,  but  I 
would  like  it  in  the  record. 

At  the  aging  aircraft  maintenance  facility  in  Oklahoma,  the 
funds  that  have  been  going  to  that  come  out  of  the  Aviation  'Trust 
Fund,  does  it  not? 

Mr.  Oberstar.  The  facility  now  is  operated  by  the  State  of  Okla- 
homa. The  construction  of  the  facility  was  done  by  the  State  of 
Oklahoma  and  supported  by  it  on  its  operating  curriculum  and  also 
by  Oklahoma  City.  The  addition  that  we  would  be  considering 
would  be  an  amount  up  to  but  not  to  exceed  $5  million — it  might 
not  be  that  much  and  could  be  considerably  less  than  that — to 
build  an  extension  onto  the  existing  structure  which  would  be  dedi- 
cated entirely  to  aging  aircraft  training  and  maintenance. 

They  already  have  a  727  hulk  and  they  have  a  DC-9  hulk  at  the 
center.  They  do  maintenance  work  on  those  pieces  with  their  exist- 
ing program.  The  addition  would  allow  them  to  do  work  on  other 
type  and  model  of  aircraft.  Only  this  amount  for  the  construction 
of  the  facility  would  come  out  of  the  Aviation  Trust  Fund. 

Mr.  DeLay.  But  the  Federal  monies  would  come  from  the  Avia- 
tion Trust  Fund? 

Mr.  Oberstar.  Yes.  Then  there  would  be  a  match  by  the  State  of 
Oklahoma. 

Mr.  DeLay.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 
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Thursday,  April  1,  1993. 

NATIONAL  GOVERNORS'  ASSOCIATION 

WITNESSES 

HON.  JAMES  H.  BILBRAY,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 
STATE  OF  NEVADA 

ROBERT  (BOB)  J.  MILLER,  GOVERNOR  OF  NEVADA,  AND  LEAD  GOVER- 
NOR ON  SURFACE  TRANSPORTATION,  NATIONAL  GOVERNORS'  ASSO- 
CIATION 

Mr.  Carr.  Our  next  friend  is  our  good  friend  from  Nevada  to 
make  an  introduction. 

Mr.  BiLBRAY.  I  would  like  to  introduce  the  Democratic  governor 
of  Nevada,  Bob  Miller,  who  is  a  good  friend  of  mine  and  excellent 
governor.  He  certainly  has  his  pertinent  statements  to  make  to  the 
distinguished  chairman  of  the  committee. 

Mr.  Carr.  Governor,  we  welcome  you  again.  We  had  a  nice 
chance  to  visit  when  you  were  here  for  the  Governor's  Conference 
and  I  appreciate  the  visit. 

Mr.  Miller.  It  is  my  pleasure  to  be  here. 

I  hope  your  spouse  is  fully  recovered  from  that  accident,  which 
undoubtedly  occurred  on  the  California  side  of  the  border.  [Laugh- 
ter.] 

Mr.  Carr.  It  was  a  Colorado  accident. 

And  we  do  apologize.  We  know  that  you  have  had  to  stretch  your 
schedule  to  be  here. 

Mr.  Miller.  I  am  actually  attending  the  children's  summit  at  the 
very  strong  request  of  my  spouse,  who  will  be  informing  me  about 
my  tardiness  momentarily.  But  I  do  appreciate  the  time.  I  will 
keep  my  remarks  brief. 

Since  you  have  covered  planes,  trains,  automobiles,  and  boats,  I 
am  here  to  discuss  the  urgent  need  for  bicycle  pathways  and  pedes- 
trian walkways,  which  I  think  is  critical  to  the  future  of  the  coun- 
try. That  can  only  be  said  on  April  1st,  of  course.  [Laughter.] 

I  will  keep  it  brief,  however,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  £isk  that  my 
written  remarks  be  entered  into  the  record.  I  think  there  is  prob- 
ably little  I  could  say  that  you  do  not  already  know,  or  perhaps 
don't  even  agree  with.  I  am  in  fact  the  lead  governor  of  the  Nation- 
al Governors'  Association  in  the  area  of  transportation,  so  I  will 
present  the  association's  position  as  best  I  can,  obviously  with  some 
small  bias  toward  our  State  of  Nevada. 

The  case  for  full  funding  of  ISTEA,  which  you  have  heard  many 
times,  is  built  on  need,  commitment,  support,  and  feasibility.  I 
don't  think  there  is  any  question  about  the  need.  We  would  have  to 
expend  $9.5  billion  a  year  more  than  currently  funded  just  to  main- 
tain the  1989  conditions  to  our  roads  and  highways.  To  significant- 
ly improve  those  roads  and  highways,  we  would  have  to  more  than 
double  our  investment  from  about  $36  billion  per  year  to  $75  bil- 
lion. 

The  United  States  Department  of  Transportation  has  indicated 
that  capital  funding  for  transit  systems  is  also  needed  in  the  area 
of  about  $7.5  billion  per  year. 

These  national  level  generations,  I  suppose,  are  difficult  to  put 
into  very  real  terms,  so  I  don't  want  to  steal  the  Congressman's 
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comments,  but  in  an  overview,  in  the  State  of  Nevada,  our  10-year 
estimate  shows  that  we  have  $3  billion  worth  of  needs  and  $1.5  mil- 
lion worth  of  anticipated  revenue  to  meet  those  needs.  The  backlog 
of  necessary  highway  repair  in  our  State  is  over  $300  million  and 
potentially  growing  larger  as  I  am  sure  it  is  in  many  other  States. 

I  could  take  a  look  at  our  State,  as  you  have  done  in  so  many 
others  this  morning  and  many  times  in  the  past,  and  tell  you  that  I 
could  start  in  the  northern  part  of  the  State  with  the  resurfacing 
of  Interstate  80  connecting  California  to  Utah,  go  into  the  south 
and  talk  about  a  bridge  spanning  the  Colorado  River  near  Hoover 
Dam,  and  in  between  you  have  the  Las  Vegas  Beltway,  the  widen- 
ing of  Interstate  15,  which  connects  southern  California  to  Las 
Vegas,  expansions  of  airports  and  upgrading  of  the  Reno  rail  yards, 
and  a  half  dozen  major  interchanges  in  Las  Vegas,  which  is 
amongst  the  fastest  growing  cities  in  the  country.  Nevada  is  in  fact 
the  fastest  growing  State. 

The  bill  can  then  go  from  the  millions  to  the  tens  of  millions  to 
the  hundreds  of  millions  into  the  billions  and  we  are  a  State  with  a 
population  of  1.25  million. 

None  of  those  that  I  mentioned  a  moment  ago  could  be  charac- 
terized as  frivolous  or  pork.  They  are  absolutely  essential  to  the 
continued  growth  of  our  community.  And  besides  those  that  are  ab- 
solutely essential,  we  have  the  merely  important,  such  as  the  po- 
tential of  a  high-speed  train  between  southern  Nevada  and  south- 
ern California  areas,  or  even  the  northern  parts  of  our  State  into 
neighboring  California,  or  even  the  recently  maligned  maglev  con- 
cept, which  we  have  done  some  studies  on  in  Nevada  in  the  south- 
ern Nevada  area  for  people  movers  in  that  area. 

The  high-speed  train,  I  might  mention,  we  are  well  in  advance  of 
other  studies,  having  had  for  many  years  a  bi-State  commission  be- 
tween California  and  Nevada,  which  still  exists,  studying  that  pos- 
sibility as  much  as  possible  with  private  funding  input. 

Increasing  the  infrastructure  we  think  has  both  long-term  and 
short-term  benefits.  Every  dollar  spent  on  public  infrastructure 
generates  two  to  five  times  as  much  leverage  on  the  GNP  as  does 
additional  dollars  in  private  investment.  Mr.  Chairman,  $1  million 
on  transportation  could  potentially  mean  as  much  as  60,000  jobs, 
half  within  construction  and  half  within  the  broader  economy.  We 
certainly  think  that  we  have  the  means. 

The  ISTEA,  which  you  all  bipartisanly  supported  15  months  ago, 
has  provided  that  means  and  authorized  originally  over  $20  billion 
a  year  for  highways  and  $5  billion  for  public  transit.  We  think  we 
have  the  ability  to  expend  that.  I  have  provided  you,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, with  the  study  done  by  the  transportation  officers  of  the  vari- 
ous States  outlining  what  projects  they  thought  were  feasible  for 
immediate  start-up  in  addition  to  those  which  we  have  already  pro- 
vided in  the  past  that  are  in  a  longer  term  preparedness. 

I  don't  think  there  is  any  single  issue  in  the  National  Governors' 
Association  that  has  stronger  support.  All  50  governors  last  year, 
including  then  governor  Bill  Clinton,  signed  a  letter  supporting  full 
funding  of  ISTEA.  The  Federal  gas  tax  revenues  deposited  in  the 
Highway  Trust  Fund  are  collected  for  the  purpose  of  financing 
transportation  programs,  and  the  governors  are  unified  in  support- 
ing that  proposal. 
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I  think  it  is  important  to  stress  that  this  consensus  is  backed  by 
commitment  and  State  and  local  governments  are  ready  to  provide 
$4  out  of  every  $5  spent  on  surface  transportation.  In  Nevada 
alone,  in  our  last  legislative  session  2  years  ago,  we  passed  an  addi- 
tional 5  cent  tax  on  gasoline.  In  the  Congressman's  district,  they 
passed  a  bond  issue  overwhelmingly  raising  taxes  for  $100  million 
a  year  for  each  of  the  next  10  years  to  be  funding  transportation. 

So  the  commitment  at  the  State  and  local  level  is  very  strong.  It 
adds  up  to  the  fact  that  we  have  the  need,  the  benefits  are  substan- 
tial, the  long-term  costs  of  not  acting  are  beyond  calculation,  the 
support  is  strong,  and  the  commitment  of  State  and  local  govern- 
ments I  believe  is  firm.  The  delivery  mechanism  is  one  which  you 
all  have  put  in  place  for  all  of  us,  so  on  behalf  of  the  Nation's  gov- 
ernors, I  urge  your  consideration  of  full  funding  of  ISTEA. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Gov.  Miller  follows:] 
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Hr.  Chalnun  and  Heaberfl  of  the  SubcoMiittee,  I  •■  pleased  to  be  here  this 
morning  to  present  testimony  on  behalf  of  the  nation's  Governors.  I  am 
Bob  Miller,  Governor  of  Hevada,  and  lead  Governor  on  transportation  for  the 
Rational  Governors'  Association.  I  an  here  today  to  offer  the  strong  and 
undivided  support  of  the  nation's  Governors  for  fully  funding  the  nation's 
surface  transportation  prograa. 

At  the  outset,  I  want  to  express  ny  appreciation  for  this  conmlttee's  action 
on  the  Infrastructure  component  of  President  Clinton's  stimulus  program. 
Fully  funding  surface  transportation  In  both  the  stimulus  program  and  over  the 
longer  term  was  one  of  the  most  critical  concerns  addressed  when  all  the 
Governors  met  In  February,  as  I  discussed  with  Chairman  Carr  at  the  time.  We 
strongly  believe  that  Investing  In  surface  transportation  can  help  Improve  the 
current  economic  climate  and,  most  Importantly,  can  Increase  the  long-term 
productive  capacity  of  the  economy.  We  ask  you  to  maintain  your  support  for 
the  transportation  Investment  needed  to  ensure  our  long-term  prosperity. 

Just  15  months  ago.  Congress  acted  with  strong  public  and  bipartisan  support 
to  adopt  the  Intermodal  Surface  Transportation  Efficiency  Act  (ISTEA)  of 
1991.  ISTEA  authorized  more  than  |20  billion  a  year  for  highways  and 
(S  billion  a  year  for  public  transit.  But  as  you  well  know,  our  collective 
ability  to  fulfill  the  expectations  created  with  that  new  program  depends  in 
large  part  on  the  federal  government  providing  the  funding  authorized  in 
ISTEA. 

Ro  one  is  more  aware  than  the  members  of  this  subcommittee  of  the  major 
challenges  confronting  America's  surface  transportation  systems.  Even  full 
funding  of  ISTEA  will  fall  short  of  addressing  problems  with  deteriorating 
bridges,  congested  metropolitan  areas  with  overburdened  highways.  Inadequate 
public  transportation  facilities  and  services,  and  inefficient  connections 
between  road  and  rail  systems.  Plans  for  new  highways  remain  on  the  drawing 
boards  in  many  states.  This  is  especially  true  in  states  with  large  land 
areas,  where  transportation  networks  provide  critical  support  for  necessary 
economic  development.  Ho  locality,  state,  or  region  can  prosper  —  and, 
therefore,  the  nation  cannot  prosper  —  without  adequate  transportation 
infrastructure . 
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The  particular  circumstances  and  needs  may  vary  from  state  to  state,  but  the 
basic  message  Is  clear.  There  Is  an  unquestioned  need  for  Increased 
transportation  Infrastructure  Investment.  National  estimates  by  the  Federal 
Highway  Administration  show  that  we  would  have  to  Invest  $9.5  billion  a  year 
more  than  Is  currently  being  spent,  Just  to  maintain  the  nation's  highways  at 
1989  conditions.  To  significantly  Improve  conditions  would  require  more  than 
doubling  current  national  Investment,  from  about  $36  billion  per  year  to 
$75  billion  each  year.  The  U.S.  Department  of  Transportation  also  projects  a 
capital  funding  need  for  transit  systems  of  $7.5  billion  a  year. 

Let  me  give  you  some  sense  of  what  this  means  In  specific  and  "concrete" 
terms.  In  Nevada,  the  ten-year  estimate  of  highway  financing  needs  relative 
to  projected  Income  shows  about  $1.5  billion,  coming  from  all  sources,  to  deal 
with  $3  billion  in  essential  need. 

When  I  look  at  the  need  for  transportation  infrastructure  spending  in  Nevada, 
I  start  in  the  north  with  the  resurfacing  of  Interstate  80,  which  connects 
California  with  Utah,  and  I  end  in  the  South  with  a  bridge  spanning  the 
Colorado  River,  which  would  take  traffic  off  Hoover  Dam.  In  between,  we  have 
the  Las  Vegas  beltway,  the  widening  of  1-15  (which  connects  California  with 
Las  Vegas),  expansions  at  both  of  our  major  airports,  upgrading  rallyards  in 
Keno,  and  rebuilding  a  half-dozen  major  Interchanges  in  the  Las  Vegas  area, 
which  continues  to  be  one  of  the  nation's  fastest  growing.  The  bill  mounts 
through  the  tens  and  hundreds  of  millions,  and  into  the  billions  —  in  a  state 
with  only  one  and  a  quarter  million  people. 

None  of  what  I  am  talking  about  is  frivolous  or  pork.  These  projects  are 
essential  to  serve  the  public,  to  support  Interstate  commerce,  and  to 
underglrd  our  continued  economic  growth  and  development.  Beyond  the 
absolutely  essential,  we  have  the  merely  Important,  including  noteworthy 
projects  such  as  a  magnetic  levltatlon  people  mover  in  Las  Vegas  and  a  high 
speed  rail  line  between  California  and  Nevada. 

Increasing  investment  in  America's  highways  and  other  transportation 
facilities  at  this  time  will  have  both  long-term  and  short-term  economic 
value.  Every  billion  dollars  spent  on  transportation  Infrastructure  generates 
as  many  as  60,000  Jobs  —  half  within  the  construction  Industry  and  half 
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within  the  broader  econony.  For  every  dollar  spent  on  highways  and  bridges  In 
the  United  States,  $15  In  private  expenditures  are  Invested  In  motor  vehicles 
and  associated  equipment,  according  to  the  Highway  Users  Federation. 

The  decline  In  public  and  private  investment  over  the  past  two  decades  has 
contributed  to  lost  productivity  growth  In  our  country.  The  General 
Accounting  Office  reports  that  we  continue  to  lag  behind  Investment  levels  of 
our  competitors  as  a  percentage  of  gross  national  product.  Five  years  ago, 
the  Rational  Council  on  Public  Works  Improvement  recommended  that  public 
spending  on  Infrastructure  that  Is  key  to  economic  productivity  be  doubled  by 
the  end  of  the  century.  There  Is  no  better  way  to  guarantee  transportation 
Infrastructure  Investments  that  contribute  to  long-term  economic 
competitiveness  than  to  fully  fund  ISTEA. 

There  Is  no  single  Issue  on  which  there  Is  a  stronger  consensus  among 
Governors  than  fully  funding  this  program.  At  every  recent  NGA  meeting, 
Governors  have  unanimously  adopted  resolutions  calling  for  full  funding  of 
ISTEA  and  last  year  fifty  Governors  (Including  then  Governor  Clinton)  signed  a 
letter  last  year  supporting  full  fiindlng.  The  highway  program  is  a  "pay  as 
you  go"  program  financed  with  fees  collected  from  highway  users.  The  revenues 
deposited  In  the  federal  Highway  Trust  Fund  are  dedicated  to  financing 
transportation  programs  and  by  law  cannot  be  used  for  any  other  purpose. 

NGA  policy  opposes  the  diversion  of  gas  tax  revenues  to  the  general  fund  and 
supports  elimination  of  the  2.5-cent  diversion  imposed  in  1990.  If  federal 
gas  tax  dollars  are  collected  and  not  Invested  In  transportation,  It  Is  even 
more  difficult  for  states  to  raise  these  dedicated  taxes  to  meet  their 
transportation  investment  needs.  Governors  of  both  parties  and  from  all 
regions  believe  these  dedicated  revenues  should  be  spent  to  improve  our 
transportation  systems.  Therefore,  I  applaud  the  Administration's  proposal  to 
deposit  these  funds  in  the  highway  trust  fund  beginning  October  1,  1995. 

It  is  Important  to  emphasize  that  this  consensus  is  backed  by  commitment. 
State  and  local  governments  already  provide  four  out  of  every  five  dollars 
spent  nationally  for  surface  transportation.  This  has  expanded  substantially 
over  the  last  decade.  At  its  last  session,  Nevada's  legislature  raised  the 
state  gas  tax  by  five  cents  a  gallon.  Voters  In  Las  Vegas  and  the  surrounding 
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coBBunltles  that  nake  up  Clark  County  voted  overvhelaiingly  In  favor  of  paying 
llOO  Billion  in  each  of  the  next  ten  years  to  fund  transportation  projects. 

State  coomitnent  will  be  maintained,  but  it  is  essential  that  the  federal 
government  continue  to  increase  its  investment  in  transportation 
infrastructure.  The  benefits  in  the  near  term  are  substantial.  The  long-term 
costs  of  inaction  or  delay  are  enormous.  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the 
subcommittee,  you  have  critical  decisions  to  make  in  the  next  several  weeks 
and  in  the  months  and  years  beyond.  Many  of  these  decisions  must  be  made  in  a 
context  of  uncertainty.  But  you  may  be  certain  of  one  thing.  As  you  develop 
the  1994  appropriations  bill,  you  will  have  the  strong  and  undivided  support 
of  the  nation's  Governors  to  fully  fund  surface  transportation  programs. 
Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  testify.  I  will  glad  to  respond  if  there  are 
questions. 
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Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you,  Governor. 

I  think  you  were  when  I  talked  to  Congresswoman  Molinari  and 
we  had  a  discussion  of  the  fact  that  with  currently  projected  reve- 
nues we  don't  have  the  revenues  to  fully  fund  ISTEA. 

Have  the  governors  talked  about  this? 

Mr.  Miller.  We  haven't  had  a  detailed  discussion  of  that  ques- 
tion. However,  if  I  can  be  presumptuous  enough  to  speak  for  my 
colleagues,  I  think  that  much  of  it  is  resolved  by  the  return  of  the 
2.5  cents,  which  is  in  the  proposal  which  you  mentioned  as  a  par- 
tial funding. 

I  personally  haven't  calculated  what  additional  funding  is  there, 
but  in  our  study,  we  have  always  believed  that  if  the  money  came 
in  for  that  purpose,  it  should  be  expended  for  that  purpose. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  think  we  would  agree.  I  was  personally  opposed  to 
taking  the  2.5  cents  out  of  the  Trust  Fund  and  putting  it  to  deficit 
reduction,  but  people  like  myself  didn't  get  our  way.  The  return  of 
the  2.5  cents,  I  would  indicate,  does  not  solve  the  problem.  It  les- 
sens the  problem,  but  it  does  not  solve  the  problem.  Indeed,  the 
Secretary  of  Transportation  has  recognized  the  problem  that  is  pre- 
sented by  delaying  the  return  of  the  2.5  cents  until  October  of  1995, 
and  then  guaranteeing  that  .5  cent  of  that  goes  to  transit. 

In  his  proposal,  he  is  asking  that  the  Highway  Trust  Fund  have 
the  ability  to  borrow  from  the  transit  fund  because  the  highway 
fund  is  in  a  negative  situation.  Now,  this  is  in  advance  of  any  im- 
pacts due  to  the  BTU  tax. 

I  am  wondering  if  the  Governors  have  considered  the  impact. 
The  alternative  fuels'  exemption  to  the  BTU  tax — that  is  a  pretty 
powerful  market  incentive  which  is  going  to  further  disrupt  the 
revenue  flow  into  the  trust  fund. 

Mr.  Miller.  In  the  February  meeting,  I  don't  think  we  had  a  lot 
of  in-depth  discussion  of  the  pact  because  we  meet  in  early  Febru- 
ary and  there  really  wasn't  a  lot  of  time.  But  as  I  understand,  the 
indication  is  that  there  is  some  suggestion  by  the  governors  that 
even  in  the  BTU  tax  there  be  some  allocation  in  the  transportation 
realm. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  hope  the  association  is  taking  into  account  these  re- 
lated phenomenon  which  will  in  time  have  the  effect  of  reducing 
the  amount  of  money  that  comes  into  the  trust  fund.  And  it  is  the 
revenue  into  the  trust  fund  that  provides  a  more  realistic  target  for 
us  in  terms  of  what  we  can  achieve. 

This  committee  wants  to  guarantee  to  governors  and  transporta- 
tion directors  and  road  builders  and  transit  contractors  throughout 
the  country  that  they  are  going  to  have  a  steady  and  committed 
level.  I  don't  want  to  get  in  the  situation  where  people  are  coming 
at  this  committee  2  or  3  years  from  now  asking  why  we  didn't  ap- 
propriate as  much  as  the  previous  year. 

Until  we  see  the  light  at  the  end  of  the  tunnel,  we  are  going  to 
have  to  be  very  cautious. 

Mr.  Miller.  I  don't  think  you  have  any  disagreement  with  the 
governors  that  I  have  discussed  this  matter  with.  Certainly  since 
the  energy  formula  came  on  board  relatively  late,  in  our  studies  we 
haven't  had  time  to  review  the  points  that  you're  bringing  up.  We 
certainly  will  in  our  next  meeting,  which  will  be  this  summer. 
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I  think  the  basic  disagreement  with  the  governors  is  the  concept 
of  taking  part  of  the  trust  fund  and  using  it  as  a  guise  to  try  to 
make  the  deficit  look  lower.  We  think  as  much  of  the  trust  fund  as 
can  be  expended,  should  be  expended.  That  is  what  it  is  raised  for. 
We  are  certainly  not  suggesting  that  we  go  into  a  deficit  in  the 
trust  fund,  but  we  do  think  that  more  of  it  can  and  should  be  ex- 
pended. 

Mr.  Carr.  What  about  saying,  "Okay,  if  you're  going  to  exempt 
alternative  fuels  from  the  BTU  tax,  we  at  least  want  alternative 
fuels  to  start  paying  their  highway  obligations"?  Are  the  governors 
taking  that  up? 

Mr.  Miller.  We  haven't  studied  that  yet.  That  is  something  that 
I  will  certainly  take  back  to  the  association. 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  DeLay. 

Mr.  DeLay.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  will  be  very  brief. 

Governor,  it  is  very  impressive  that  you  would  come  and  testify 
before  this  committee.  It  sends  a  great  signal  coming  from  the  Gov- 
ernors' Association. 

I  don't  know  about  Nevada,  but  in  Texas  we  are  starting  to  see 
some  conflicts  in  ISTEA  as  to  how  projects  are  prioritized  and  how 
money  is  allocated,  particularly  in  those  bigger  States  that  have 
multiple  MPOs. 

Have  you  noticed  any  problem  with  that,  or  have  the  governors 
seen  any  problem  with  that?  If  not,  could  we  get  the  association  to 
look  into  that  and  survey  that  States  as  to  what  kinds  of  results  or 
conflicts  they  are  seeing  in  that  funding  mechanism  and  that  prior- 
itization mechanism? 

Mr.  Miller.  I  would  be  delighted  to  present  you  with  whatever 
information  we  can  gather.  I  would  prefer  to  get  something  in  writ- 
ing as  to  the  specificity. 

Each  State  handles  transportation  dollars  somewhat  differently. 
For  example,  in  Nevada,  in  the  last  legislative  session  we  created  a 
transportation  board.  We  had  had  one  before  and  then  there  was 
none,  and  the  governor  just  made  the  decision  to  have  a  board 
which  consisted  of  several  constitutional  officers  and  a  couple  of 
other  individuals  from  various  districts.  I  think  it  is  true  even  in 
our  State,  which  is  sparsely  populated  except  for  a  couple  of  urban 
areas,  that  there  is  competition  because  of  the  shortage  of  dollars 
and  the  need  for  projects.  Everybody  wants  more.  I  think  that  is 
inherent  with  any  system. 

Certainly  I  will  be  glad  to  try  to  gather  the  information  as  to 
how  the  various  States  do  their  prioritization. 

In  the  report  we  provided  for  the  chairman,  we  would  be  glad  to 
provide  for  yourself  as  well.  The  survey  that  we  did  was  to  ready 
projects  in  light  of  the  possible  infusion  into  the  infrastructure.  We 
feel  there  is  about  $8.5  billion  worth  of  projects  in  the  various 
States  that  could  be  implemented  within  60  to  90  days.  So  that 
might  give  you  an  overview  State-by-State.  We  will  try  to  give  the 
philosophical  review  as  well. 

Mr.  DeLay.  Good.  Don't  misunderstand  me.  We  know  how  they 
are  allocating  the  monies  and  prioritizing  them.  We  are  looking  for 
whether  there  are  any  problems.  I  know  in  Houston — and  I  am  not 
criticizing  the  system — our  MPO  has  suddenly  been  invigorated 
with  what  they  think  is  new  powers.  It  is  creating — it's  not  a  bat- 
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tleground  yet,  but  I  see  some  potential  for  some  problems  of  con- 
flicts between  the  MPO  and  the  State  Transportation  Agency.  Turf 
battles,  so  to  speak.  I  am  a  little  worried  about  that. 

Mr.  Miller.  We  will  be  glad  to  respond. 

Mr.  DeLay.  I  will  send  you  a  letter  on  it  in  greater  detail. 

Thank  you,  Governor,  for  being  here. 

Mr.  Miller.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  DeLay.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Carr.  Do  you  have  any  additional  comments.  Governor? 

Mr.  Miller.  No.  I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  address  this 
body  and  look  forward  to  answering  any  other  questions  you  might 
have  as  they  are  provided  to  me. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Miller.  Thank  you  very  much  and  thank  you  for  allowing 
me  to  depart.  / 


Thursday,  April  1,  1993. 
1-15  INTERCHANGE  AT  SPRING  MOUNTAIN 

WITNESS 

HON.  JAMES  H.  BILBRAY,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 
STATE  OF  NEVADA 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Bilbray,  we  will  put  your  entire  statement  in  the 
record. 

Mr.  Bilbray.  The  governor  has  mentioned  some  of  the  points 
that  I  was  going  to  make. 

In  the  past,  the  committee  has  been  very  supportive  of  the 
project  I  want  to  talk  about.  It  is  the  1-15  interchange  at  Spring 
Mountain. 

To  give  you  a  little  background,  for  some  of  you  from  the  east 
coast  or  the  midwest,  you  should  certainly  be  aware  of  the  fact  that 
87  percent  of  Nevada  is  owned  by  the  Federal  Government.  A  few 
years  ago,  we  had  what  we  called  the  Sagebrush  Rebellion — which 
was  brutally  suppressed  by  the  Federal  Government  and  no  longer 
exists — to  try  to  get  back  some  of  this  land. 

One  of  the  reasons  for  that  was  the  fact  that  with  87  percent  of 
the  property  owned  by  the  Federal  Government,  and  another  4  per- 
cent to  5  percent  owned  by  the  State  government  for  State  parks 
and  regional  parks,  it  leaves  a  very  small  percentage  of  our  proper- 
ty in  our  State  that  is  on  the  property  rolls.  Because  of  that  reason, 
it  really  inhibits  the  production  of  income  from  property  taxes  in 
our  State.  So  therefore,  we  actually  look  to  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment for  more  and  more  help  on  our  highway  transportation.  We 
have  gotten  that  over  the  years  by  the  funding  formulas. 

Most  of  the  areas — 1-80  that  the  governor  mentioned,  1-15  that 
the  governor  mentioned — are  really  bridge  roads.  They  connect  the 
east  coast  to  the  west  coast  because  normally  it  is  very  difficult  to 
get  to  the  west  coast  unless  you  either  travel  through  Arizona  or 
Nevada,  especially  in  the  winter,  those  are  the  main  roads  and 
even  in  the  summer. 

The  1-15  interchange — on  which  last  year  you  gave  us  $6  million 
toward  completion  of  that  interchange — is  one  that  is  heavily  used 
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by  people  bridging  the  State.  They  get  off  to  eat,  they  stop  in  that 
area.  It  is  a  heavily  trafficked  area.  Mr.  Chairman,  100,000  cars  a 
day  use  that  interchange.  And  it  is  an  interchange  that  was  origi- 
nally built  in  the  early  1960s  and  is  totally  inadequate. 

To  give  you  an  idea  of  the  growth  of  southern  Nevada,  when  I 
was  born  in  southern  Nevada,  the  whole  valley  had  7,500  people. 
We  now  estimate  that  the  valley  has  900,000  people  and  is  growing 
at  the  rate  of  4,000  people  per  month.  It  is  a  tremendous  impact. 

The  1-15  interchange,  which  is  a  project  that  is  already  going. 
This  is  phase  3  that  we're  talking  about.  We  are  asking  that  we  get 
some  help.  We  need  $49  million  to  complete  the  project.  Of  course, 
we  would  love  the  committee  to  give  us  the  whole  $49  million,  but 
we  are  certainly  grateful  for  whatever  the  committee  will  do  to 
help  us  with  this  project. 

I  would  also  like  to  point  out  that  the  project  is  ready  to  go  this 
summer  and  will  create  1,000  jobs  to  finish  this  section  of  the 
project.  So  it  is  one  of  those  projects  that  has  been  earmarked  by 
the  Administration  and  many  people  to  create  jobs  where  we  can 
get  the  money  in  and  we're  not  going  to  be  going  through  a  2-year 
planning  process.  The  plans  are  drawn,  the  bids  are  ready  to  go. 
We  are  ready  to  go  and  by  June  we  can  actually  be  in  construction 
of  this  section  of  the  project. 

So  it  is  one  on  which  we  really  desperately  need  your  help.  As 
the  governor  mentioned,  we — the  Clark  County  people  have  passed 
a  bond  issue  which  is  over  $1  billion.  The  governor  mentioned  $100 
million  per  year  of  local  funds.  This  is  not  State  and  Federal  funds, 
just  local  Clark  County  funds  going  into  working  in  this  area  and 
building  these  projects. 

I  had  a  figure  of  $200  million  per  year.  The  governor  said  $100 
million,  and  I  presume  that  he  is  right  and  I  am  wrong. 

But  regardless,  for  a  county  that  is  striving  and  is  10  years 
behind  in  most  of  its  projects,  this  is  a  great  deal  of  money  from 
our  local  people.  They  voted  in  that  bond  issue,  increased  the  sales 
tax  in  the  county  to  do  so,  and  incresised  the  property  tax.  Again 
with  only  5  percent  of  the  State  on  the  property  rolls,  this  is  a  tre- 
mendous burden  for  the  people  of  southern  Nevada. 

Again,  your  committee  has  been  very  good  to  Clark  County  in 
the  past,  and  we  £isk  that  you  be  even  better  this  year.  I  under- 
stand that  we  can  get  out  there  and  do  a  lot  of  work  and  we  can 
create  a  lot  of  jobs  in  the  next  2  to  3  months  if  this  project  is  ap- 
proved as  one  of  your  specially  appropriated  projects. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  the  Hon.  Bilbray  follows:] 
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Statement  of  Rep.  James  Bilbray 
Subcommittee  on  Transportation 
April  1,  1993 


Mr.  Chairman,  I  appreciate  you  giving 
me  the  opportunity  to  appear  before 
your  Subcommittee  as  you  begin  the 
difficult  task  of  putting  together 
the  FY  94  appropriations  for  the 
Department  of  Transportation. 

Through  your  support  and  that  of 
former  Chairman  Lehman,  which  I  am 
greatly  appreciative,  the  Subcommittee 
has  supported  reconstruction  of  ^he^l- 
1 5  interchange  at  Spring  Mountain 
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Road. 

Within  the  past  few  years, 
transportation  emerged  as  a  major 
issue  in  the  Las  Vegas  Valley.  Extreme 
growth,  driven  by  the  expansion  in  the 
resort  industry,  significantly 
increased  the  number  of  residents, 
visitors,  and  vehicles  in  the  Las 
Vegas  area. 

Clark  County,  where  Las  Vegas  is 
located,  has  a  net  growth  of  4,000 
citizens  a  month.  Figures  released  by 
the  Commerce  Department  indicate  this 
growth  will  continue  unabated  througn 
the  end  of  the  century. 
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This  tremendous  growth  has  seriously 
strained  the  State's  transportation 
network.  The  transportation  systenn  in 
Southern  Nevada  is  1 0  years  behind  in 
meeting  the  travel  requirements  of 
the  population. 

Nevada's  elected  officials  have  worked 
aggressively  to  readdress  this 
shortfall.  However,  federal  funds  are 
needed  to  meet  the  travel  requirements 
of  Southern  Nevada  and  the  nation. 

Your  Subcommittee  has  been  supportive 
of  the  Spring  Mountain  Interchange  in 
which  I  am  requesting  additional 
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funding.  In  last  year's  transportation 
appropriation  bill,  the  Subcommittee 
allocated  $6  million  for  the  1-1 5 
Spring  Mountain  Interchange. 

This  interchange  is  one  of  the  most 
congested  in  Las  Vegas.  The 
interchange  carries  approximately 
1 00,000  vehicles  per  day. 

To  ensure  that  this  project  continues 
on  the  road  to  reconstruction,  I  am 
requesting  $49  million  for  the 
project. 

As  the  Subcommittee  begins  its  work  on 
this  year's  bill,  I  would  again  ask 
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the  Subcommittee  to  support  this 

project. 

Again,  thank  you  for  your  support  for 
improving  the  highway  infrastructure 
in  Las  Vegas. 
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Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you,  Congressman  Bilbray. 

I  am  looking  at  a  map  and  I  was  trying  to  find  the  interchange 
at  Spring  Mountain. 

Mr.  Bilbray.  When  you  come  right  into  Las  Vegas — the  Spring 
Mountains  run  for  about  100  miles  on  the  side. 

Mr.  Carr.  Now  I  have  it. 

Mr.  Bilbray.  If  you  have  been  to  Las  Vegas  and  you  have  seen 
the  Mirage  Hotel,  the  Mirage  Hotel  is  on  Spring  Mountain. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  was  fooled  by  my  map.  Now  I  see  where  it  is. 

This  is  an  existing  interchange? 

Mr.  Bilbray.  That's  correct.  It  was  just  built  30  years  ago. 

Mr.  Carr.  Is  it  a  conventional  cloverleaf? 

Mr.  Bilbray.  I  have  the  map  of  what  it  is  going  to  look  like. 
Right  now,  it  is  not  a  conventional  cloverleaf.  It  actually  has  a  very 
limited  access,  ingress  and  egress,  on  the  project.  When  it  is  fin- 
ished, it  will  be  a  quasi 

Mr.  Carr.  I  see  that  map. 

Is  this  what  it  looks  like  today,  or  is  this  how  it  is  going  to  be 
reconfigured? 

Mr.  Bilbray.  That  is  what  it  will  look  like  when  it  is  completed. 
It  has  one  lane  going  on  and  one  lane  coming  off  at  present.  That 
is  only  from  the  north  end.  You  cannot  get  on  or  off  of  it  from  the 
south  end. 

Mr.  Carr.  Could  you  ask  your  Nevada  Department  of  Transpor- 
tation to  give  us  a  picture  or  look  at  it  as  it  exists  today  so  that  we 
can  have  a  before  and  after  look? 

Mr.  Bilbray.  Absolutely.  We  will  have  those  to  you  very  shortly. 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  DeLay. 

Mr.  DeLay.  I  have  no  questions. 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Foglietta. 

Mr.  FoGUETTA.  No  questions,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Sabo. 

Mr.  Sabo.  I  have  no  questions. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you  for  being  here. 

Mr.  Bilbray.  Thank  you,  gentlemen,  for  the  time  and  for  the 
courtesy  you  gave  to  my  governor. 


Thursday,  April  1,  1993. 

AMERICAN  ASSOCIATION  OF  PRIVATE  RAILROAD  CAR 

OWNERS 

WITNESS 

CLARK  E.  JOHNSON,  JR.,  DIRECTOR,  AMERICAN  ASSOCIATION  OF  PRI- 
VATE  railroad  CAR  OWNERS 

Mr.  Carr.  I  will  yield  the  Chair  to  the  gentleman  from  Minneso- 
ta. 

Mr.  Sabo  [assuming  Chair].  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

It  is  my  privilege  to  introduce  to  the  committee,  Mr.  Clark  John- 
son, both  a  friend,  constituent,  and  neighbor  in  Minneapolis.  Mr. 
Johnson  has  lots  of  credentials,  but  what  brings  him  here  is  a  life- 
long interest  in  the  railroad  industry.  He  owns  a  private  car  which 
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uses  Amtrak  extensively.  Frankly,  he  thinks  Amtrak  needs  signifi- 
cant improvement  in  marketing. 

Clark,  we're  happy  to  have  you  here  so  that  the  committee  can 
hear  of  your  knowledge  and  expertise  as  it  relates  to  Amtrak. 

Mr.  Johnson.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  am  delighted  to  have  the  chance  to  be  here.  I  would  like  to 
have  my  written  remarks  entered  into  the  record  and  take  off  from 
there. 

I  am  probably  Amtrak's  largest  single  individual  customer  in 
that  I  paid  them  slightly  over  $80,000  last  year  and  travelled  the 
system  from  one  end  to  the  other,  north  to  south,  and  east  to  west. 
I  am  concerned  primarily  about  the  long-term  structure,  and  in  my 
remarks  here  today  I  am  going  to  address  the  possibility  of  solving 
that  problem. 

At  the  last  Congress,  Congressman  Swift  suggested  that  1  cent  of 
the  2.5  cents  from  the  Highway  Trust  Fund  be  set  aside  as  a  cap- 
ital budget  for  Amtrak.  Amtrak  has  a  serious  capital  budget  prob- 
lem in  that  the  equipment  is  getting  quite  ancient.  The  equipment 
they  bought  in  the  early  years,  in  1970,  is  now  older  than  the  aver- 
age age  of  equipment  they  inherited  when  they  took  over  the  pas- 
senger service  in  the  freight  railroads  in  1971.  It  is  essential  that 
some  sort  of  long-term  capital  funding  for  replacement  and  aug- 
mentation of  this  equipment  be  put  in  place,  whether  it  is  1  cent 
from  the  trust  fund  or  some  other  long-term  funding  mechanism,  it 
is  essential  that  this  be  done. 

One  of  the  problems  Amtrak  has  right  now  is  that  it  runs  at  ca- 
pacity during  certain  periods  of  the  year  and  on  certain  routes.  As 
a  result  of  that,  they  have  become  very  lax  about  marketing.  They 
are  very  uneven  in  their  performance  and  response  to  customers 
throughout  the  country. 

But  what  I  wanted  to  address  particularly  in  my  oral  remarks  is 
that  such  a  long-term  reliable  source  of  capital  funding  would 
permit  the  reestablishment  in  this  country  of  the  car  building  in- 
dustry. We  no  longer  build  passenger  cars  in  the  United  States. 

As  you  probably  all  know,  the  subway  cars  in  the  Washington 
subway  system  were  built  by  Italians.  I  noticed  this  morning  when 
I  came  into  the  station  by  train  this  morning  that  the  cars  built  for 
the  new  Virginia  commuter  service  were  built  in  Brazil.  A  long- 
term  reliable  source  of  capital  equipment  funding  would  permit  the 
reestablishment  of  car  building.  As  rapid  transit  and  as  rail  transit 
become  more  popular,  we  need  to  have  a  domestic  source  of  cars. 

This  would  not  only  reestablish  some  of  the  successors  to  the  old 
names  that  we're  all  familiar  with,  but  also  provide  a  number  of 
very  high-paying  jobs  and  increase  the  need  for  steel  and  other 
products  of  our  heavy  industries  that  have  suffered  so  badly  over 
the  past  few  years. 

I  am  here  to  recommend  the  establishment  of  some  sort  of  long- 
term  funding  in  order  to  solve  this  problem.  It  not  only  provides 
Amtrak  with  the  equipment  to  expand  their  service,  to  add  addi- 
tional trains,  to  add  additional  equipment  to  trains  at  peak  periods, 
but  also  to  turn  the  system  into  a  much  more  widespread  use. 
There  are  always  demands  for  additional  trains  and  Amtrak's 
excuse  is  generally  that  they  don't  have  the  equipment. 
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That  is  my  position  and  my  recommendation.  I  would  like  to  ad- 
dress any  questions  at  this  time. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Johnson  follows:] 
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Department  of  Transportation 

1  April  1993 

I  am  delighted  to  have  the  opportunity  to  appear  before  this 
committee  to  express  my  views  on  the  Amtrak  portion  of  the 
Transportation  Department  for  fiscal  year  1994. 

I  am  appearing  as  a  private  citizen  representing  only  myself.  I 
am,  however,  perhaps  Amtrak 's  largest  individual  customer  in  that 
I  do  own  a  private  railroad  car  that  I  lease  out  and  use  myself. 
In  1992  I  paid  Amtrak  over  $80,000  for  their  services.  As  a 
consequence,  I  have  the  opportunity  of  travelling  throughout  the 
system  seeing  the  company's  performance  first-hand. 

Overall,  Amtrak's  performance  is  only  fair  and  its  inconsistency 
nationwide  needs  management  attention.  In  some  areas  of  the 
country  and  on  some  trains  employees  are  very  good  indeed,  but  in 
others  bad  attitudes  and  poor  performance  prevail.  The  public, 
unfortunately,  remembers  the  poor  on-time  performance  and  bad 
service  far  longer  than  good  service. 

A  recurring  observation  during  our  trips  around  the  system  is  the 
lack  of  empowerment  of  the  people  "on  the  ground"  doing  the  work, 
meeting  the  customers  and  operating  the  trains.  Employee  training 
seems  inadequate,  dirty  trains  are  often  dispatched  late  and  there 
are  too  many  mechanical  problems.  Too  many  low-level  decisions  are 
referred  to  Washington  for  resolution  or  more  often  to  avoid  or 
defer  solution. 

I  have  had  a  life-long  interest  in  the  development,  support  and 
expansion  of  a  viable  rail  passenger  network  in  the  United  States. 
We  are  the  only  industrialized  country  in  the  world  that  has  not 
made  rail  transport  an  integral  part  of  its  national  transportation 
infrastructure . 
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I  come  from  the  high-technology  world  and  have  often  wondered  how 
the  ralroad  industry  has  been  able  to  survive  what  until  recently 
on  many  lines  (Amtrak  included)  can  best  be  called  antiquated 
management  techniques.  Many  rules  and  procedures  were  instituted 
back  in  the  early  days  when  cashiered  army  officers  from  the  Civil 
War  where  widely  employed  to  build  and  operate  the  railroads.  This 
management  style,  the  so-called  "Lionel"  approach  that  views  the 
running  of  trains  more  important  than  user  needs,  persists  today. 

The  industry  has  survived  for  a  very  fundamental  physics  reason: 
the  coefficient  of  friction  of  a  steel  wheel  rolling  on  a  steel 
rail  is  about  0.01,  much  less  than  that  of  rubber-tired  vehicles. 
The  resulting  energy  efficiency  is  high  enough  to  overcome  bad 
management.  And  in  fact  if  the  true  costs  of  the  nation's  road 
system  were  allocated  fairly,  we  would  see  very  few  interstate 
trucks  on  our  highways. 

Amtrak  needs  a  reliable,  on-going  source  of  capital  funding  to 
secure  additional  equipment.  Currently,  during  certain  times  of 
the  year  the  system  operates  at  saturation  with  no  possibility  of 
adding  additional  equipment,  providing  second  sections  of  popular 
trains  or  adding  new  routes  to  the  nationwide  system.  This 
inability  to  meet  market  needs  has  had  an  insidious  effect  on  the 
company.  Since  it  is  a  monopoly,  Amtrak  has  not  felt  the  need  or 
pressure  to  be  customer  and  market  driven. 

Let  me  give  some  examples.  While  it  gives  lip  service  to  working 
with  travel  agents,  it  does  not  make  it  easy  for  agents  to  book 
Amtrak  travel.  There  are  many  examples  of  the  company  discouraging 
group  travel,  oftentimes  in  the  name  of  a  shortage  of  equipment. 
Since  there  is  a  large  pool  of  potential  customers,  little  effort 
is  made  to  provide  a  service  that  retains  existing  ones.  Many 
riders  after  their  first  Amtrak  experience,  refuse  to  travel  by 
train  again. 
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As  a  private  car  owner,  I  am  continuously  subjected  to  the 
implementation  of  a  number  of  arbitrary  and  capricious  regulations 
whose  main  effect  is  to  discourage  our  use  of  the  Amtrak  system. 
A  number  of  private  car  owners  who  have  tried  to  make  a  living  in 
the  private  car  leasing  business  have  simply  given  up  in  the  face 
of  these  totally  arbitrary  tariff  restrictions. 

There  has  been  a  significant  improvement  over  the  last  six  months 
in  the  attitudes  of  an  increasing  number  of  Amtrak  personnel  toward 
the  operation  of  private  cars.  This  change  has  not,  unfortunately, 
extended  to  altering  the  tariff  to  make  arranging  private  car 
travel  easier.  Prospective  private  car  lessees  cannot  understand 
why  costs  are  not  fully  predictable  and  schedules  not  flexible 
(without  paying  substantial  penalties). 

Amtrak 's  management  has  made  great  strides  in  dealing  with  the 
expense  side  of  the  ledger.  Labor  contracts  have  been  renego- 
tiated, freight  railroad  charges  trimmed,  but  unfortunately 
maintenance  has  been  deferred,  especially  locomotive  repairs, 
causing  unnecessary  train  delays.  In  my  view  it  is  now  time  to 
address  the  income  side  of  the  ledger.  Receipts  can  only  be 
increased  by  increasing  available  seat  miles  and  doing  so  requires 
additional  equipment. 

I  might  point  out  that  the  equipment  purchased  by  Amtrak  during  its 
early  years,  the  Amfleet  cars,  are  now  older  on  average  than  the 
equipment  inherited  from  the  freight  railroads  at  Amtrak 's 
inception  in  1971. 

A  massive  equipment  acquisition  program  is  required  and  I  strongly 
urge  the  adaption  of  one-cent  per  gallon  from  the  existing  gasoline 
tax — dedicated  exclusively  to  Amtrak  capital  expenditures — 
providing  a  funding  level  of  about  $1,000,000,000  per  year.  This 
was  proposed  in  the  102nd  Congress  by  Representative  Al  Swift  in 
H.R.  4414. 
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The  promise  of  a  consistent  capital  budget  would  permit  Amtrak  to 
develop  a  vision  of  what  it  is,  who  it  is  serving  and  where  the 
corporation  is  heading.  Such  a  vision,  developed  in  conjunction 
with  employees — especially  those  in  train  service — would 
substantially  improve  the  consistency  of  the  performance  of 
personnel  in  contact  with  the  public. 

A  problem  with  such  a  vision  is  that  Amtrak  is  really  two  railroad 
companies:  several  high-density  corridor  passenger  operations  that 
successfully  compete  with  the  airlines  (e.g.  Wash j ngton-New  York, 
Los  Angeles-San  Diego,  Boston-New  York,  Chicago-Milwaukee);  and  a 
"cruise"  train  operation  with  one  (or  fewer)  trains  per  day  on 
long-haul  routes.  These  long-haul  trains  also  serve  a  very  useful 
travel  need  to  a  large  number  of  smaller  cities  and  towns  that  have 
no  other  form  of  public  transportation. 

The  needs  and  expectations  of  customers  for  these  two  "companies" 
are  very  different  and  yet  Amtrak 's  marketing,  advertising  and 
prospective  customer  solicitations  do  not  adequately  differentiate 
between  the  two.  I  further  urge  that  middle  and  senior  Amtrak 
management  from  all  corporporate  functions  ride  the  trains  and  talk 
to  customers.  They  would  learn  a  lot,  as  they  learned  from  their 
own  commissioned  survey  of  Amtrak  employees. 

Private  car  owners  do  have  a  serious  reservation  about  a  one-cent 
per  gallon  dedicated  teuc  for  Amtrak:  access  for  our  cars.  With 
such  a  revenue  strecun,  AmtrcUc  could  easily  come  to  the  conclusion 
that  accepting  private  cars  was  not  worth  the  effort,  even  though 
such  revenue,  currently  exceeding  $2,000,000  annually,  is  virtually 
all  "found  money"  as  there  is  little  incremental  cost  in  adding 
another  car  to  an  extamt  train.  Thus  I  would  urge  incorporation 
into  the  legislation  a  section  guaranteeing  access  of  appropriately 
mechanically-approved  cars  to  Amtrak  trains. 

Clark  E.  Johnson,  Jr.,  P.O.  Box  50116,  Minneapolis,  MN  55405 
(61?.)-377-2329;  Fax:  (612)-377-1704. 
25  March  1993 
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Clark  E.  Johnson  is  a  native  of  Minneapolis,  and  a  graduate  of  the 
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Mr.  Sabo.  I  noticed  in  your  written  testimony  that  you  also  indi- 
cated that  Amtrak  does  not  do  a  very  good  job  of  working  with 
travel  agents  and  promoting  its  services? 

Mr.  Johnson.  They  don't  have  to,  you  see,  because  it  isn't 
market-driven.  Believe  me,  they  need  to  be  market-driven. 

One  of  the  things  that  I  hope  the  new  President  of  Amtrak — Mr. 
Claytor  is  retiring,  as  you  all  know,  I  am  sure.  I  hope  this  is  a 
person  who  understands  the  need  to  do  marketing,  to  get  out  and 
talk  to  the  people. 

In  all  my  travels  around,  I  have  never,  never  seen  anyone  for  the 
middle  management  of  Amtrak  over  at  60  Massachusetts  Avenue 
on  the  trains  or  out  talking  to  people.  They  simply  do  not  talk  to 
their  customers.  They  have  no  idea  what  the  customers'  needs  are. 

I  was  on  a  train  the  other  night — and  I  won't  mention  what  train 
it  is — that  left  Chicago  dirty.  The  diner  was  fully  stocked  and  ran 
out  of  food  early.  There  was  basically  no  supervision  of  the  help  at 

all. 

However,  this  is  not  t5rpical.  Most  of  the  trains  run  very  well  and 
are  very  customer-responsive,  but  it  is  not  uniform.  If  you  ask 
people  who  have  ridden  Amtrak,  a  number  of  them  will  say  that 
they  would  never  do  it  again,  but  there  is  such  a  big  customer  base 
out  there  that  they  can  keep  going  through  new  people  all  the 
time. 

Insofar  as  private  car  owners — and  I  happen  to  be  a  director  of 
the  organization  representing  the  people  that  own  private  cars — we 
have  historically  had  a  lot  of  trouble  in  getting  any  sort  of  market- 
ing response  from  the  company.  One  of  the  things  I  am  concerned 
about  is  that  if  some  sort  of  long-range  funding  is  put  in  place,  I 
would  certainly  like  to  see  something  in  the  legislation  that  assures 
access. 

Access  is  always  a  problem  for  those  of  us  who  own  private  cars. 
Amtrak  is  a  monopoly  and  can  treat  us  quite  arbitrarily,  and  from 
time  to  time  they  do. 

Mr.  Sabo.  Obviously  we  still  operate  with  limited  funds  to  do  lots 
of  things  we  would  like  to  do.  In  that  relative  balance,  should  we 
be  putting  more  of  our  money  into  capital  equipment  versus  oper- 
ating subsidies  for  Amtrak? 

Mr.  Johnson.  You  need  to  take  a  long-range  view.  I  think  if  you 
put  the  money  into  capital  equipment,  ultimately  the  operating 
subsidies  would  go  away  because  the  fixed  costs  are  very  high,  but 
they  would  then  be  spread  over  a  much  larger  base. 

In  addition  to  that,  the  maintenance  of  the  old  equipment  is  get- 
ting to  be  very  high.  Therefore,  new  equipment  is  needed,  which 
would  reduce  the  maintenance  costs. 

In  the  great  scheme  of  things,  Amtrak  is  very  little  money  com- 
pared to  the  airline  industry  through  the  FAA  and  certainly  to 
people  who  operate  on  the  highways.  It  happens  to  be  all  in  one  pot 
as  opposed  to  being  diffused  in  the  system,  so  it's  hard  to  get  a 
handle  on  the  toted  costs. 

Mr.  Sabo.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Carr  [resuming  Chair].  Mr.  Johnson,  I  am  intrigued  about 
the  private  car  owners.  Do  you  own  a  private  car? 

Mr.  Johnson.  Yes,  I  do. 
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Mr.  Carr.  I  have  never  had  the  opportunity  to  talk  to  some- 
body  

Mr.  Johnson.  I  would  like  to  invite  you  to  take  a  ride  with  us. 

Mr.  Carr.  Tell  me  a  little  bit  about  private  car  ownership  and 
operation.  How  does  it  work? 

Mr.  Johnson.  A  number  of  people  who  have  a  love  of  trains — as 
I  have — have  managed  to  acquire  from  the  railroads  over  the  last 
15  to  20  years  surplus  equipment.  Many  of  these  cars  are  business 
cars  that  were  declared  surplus  as  a  result  of  consolidations  and 
mergers.  They  have  been  rebuilt  mechanically  at  great  expense  to 
meet  Amtrak  requirements,  which  are  very  high  and  quite  proper. 

These  cars  are  generally  either  used  by  the  owners  and/or  they 
are  leased  out  for  excursions.  I  can't  afford  to  do  this  without  leas- 
ing out  the  car,  and  I  lease  our  car  out  to  businesses.  We  have  had 
a  number  of  honeymoons,  wedding  parties,  40th  anniversary  trips, 
and  all  sorts  of  excursions  to  various  places.  That  is  the  way  that 
one  can  afford  this.  This  is  a  very  expensive  hobby.  It  is  like 
owning  a  boat. 

However,  from  Amtrak's  point  of  view,  it  has  found  money  be- 
cause the  cost  of  adding  a  car  to  the  end  of  a  train  I  estimate  is  10 
cents  a  mile  and  they  charge  $1.75.  We  are  probably  the  only  part 
of  Amtrak  that  really  makes  money  for  them,  except  possibly  the 
Post  Office. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  don't  know  very  much  about  this,  so  excuse  the  ele- 
mentary nature  of  my  questions. 

When  you  buy  a  car,  what  does  a  surplused  car  typically  sell  for? 

Mr.  Johnson.  Something  in  the  neighborhood  of  $10,000,  but 
that  is  a  drop  in  the  bucket.  That  is  like  buying  a  shell  for  a  boat 
and  now  you  have  to  put  the  engines  in. 

Mr.  Carr.  Typically  you  would  find  it  somewhere  in  America. 
Are  there  people  who  deal  in  this? 

Mr.  Johnson.  Yes.  Amtrak,  for  example,  every  once  in  a  while 
sells  surplus  cars  as  new  equipment  comes  on  line. 

I  believe  most  of  the  people  who  own  private  cars — and  there  are 
about  135  that  operate  on  the  Amtrak  system — most  of  them 
bought  them  from  the  railroads  back  about  20  years  ago. 

Mr.  Carr.  Where  is  the  refurbishing  of  the  car  typically  done? 

Mr.  Johnson.  There  are  perhaps  a  half  dozen  small  shops  with 
maybe  three,  four,  or  five  employees — truly  entrepreneurial  enter- 
prises— operating  in  old  roundhouses  or  other  places  that  have  rail 
service  and  also  overhead  cranes  that  basically  refurbish  these. 
Again,  it  is  a  hand  operation.  Everything  is  done  individually  and 
to  order. 

Mr.  Carr.  Typically,  how  much  would  it  cost  to  refurbish  a  car? 

Mr.  Johnson.  About  $250,000  or  something  in  that  range. 

Mr.  Carr.  How  is  your  car  configured?  Is  it  all  just  rows  and 
rows  of  seats? 

Mr.  Johnson.  No,  I  have  a  very  unique  car  because  I  used  my 
own  design.  I  am  able  to  sleep  10  people  in  5  bedrooms;  I  have  a 
dining  area  for  8;  and  a  lounge  that  sleeps  10;  a  nice  open  platform 
on  the  back;  and  a  fully  equipped  kitchen.  It  is  designed  to  take 
eight  people  and  a  crew  of  two  anywhere  in  North  America.  In 
fact,  we  were  one  of  the  two  cars  that  have  been  to  Guatemala,  and 
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we  have  also  been  to  Great  Slave  Lake,  which  is  as  far  north  as 
you  can  go  in  the  North  American  rail  system. 

Mr.  Carr.  You  can  take  eight  and  a  crew  of  two? 

Mr.  Johnson.  Yes.  Usually  the  crew  consists  of  a  chef  and  an  at- 
tendant. 

Mr.  Carr.  When  you  want  to  go  someplace,  you  just  call  up 
Graham  Claytor?  How  does  that  work? 

Mr.  Johnson.  They  have  a  special  organization  called  the  Special 
Movements  Bureau.  They  have  a  form  that  you  fill  out  and  fax  it 
to  them  or  mail  it  to  them.  They  will  sit  and  ruminate  on  that  for 
a  period  of  time  and  then  tell  you  whether  you  can  or  cannot  go. 
Basically,  it  is  fairly  straightforward. 

Mr.  Carr.  When  you  are  not  using  it,  where  do  you  keep  your 
car?  Do  you  have  a  storage  cost? 

Mr.  Johnson.  Yes.  Amtrak  charges  a  lot  to  store  cars  on  Amtrak 
property.  It  is  $70  per  day  to  store  it  with  only  the  attendants  on  it, 
and  $100  per  day  if  it  is  used  as  a  hotel.  But  that  isn't  a  bad  deal  if 
you  want  to  park  someplace  and  go  to  New  Orleans  at  Mardi  Gras 
because  $100  per  day  with  eight  people  is  significantly  cheaper 
than  staying  at  a  hotel. 

I  park  it  off-line  in  a  little  town  in  northern  Wisconsin,  where  I 
have  a  heated  engine  house  which  I  lease  space  in.  If  the  power 
goes  off  and  it  freezes  up,  you  are  not  very  happy. 

Mr.  Carr.  Do  you  have  your  own  little  locomotive? 

Mr.  Johnson.  No,  we  operate  on  either  Amtrak  or  freight  rail- 
roads. 

Mr.  Carr.  So  you  have  to  hire  them  to  come  and  fetch  it? 

Mr.  Johnson.  Right. 

Mr.  Carr.  And  they  charge  you  for  that,  too. 

Mr.  Johnson.  You  bet. 

Mr.  Carr.  That  could  get  expensive. 

Mr.  Johnson.  Actually,  if  it  goes  on  the  back  of  a  freight  line, 
it's  not  so  expensive,  but  it  is  unreliable  time-wise. 

Mr.  Carr.  You  put  them  on  freight  trains? 

Mr.  Johnson.  Yes.  We  have  been  on  a  number  of  freight  trains 
over  the  years. 

Mr.  Carr.  Do  you  have  to  notify  them  many  days  in  advance  to 
do  this? 

Mr.  Johnson.  Amtrak  insists  on  2  weeks  notice,  which  is  one  of 
the  exasperating  aspects  of  dealing  with  them.  They  have  all  these 
rigid  rules  which  are  arbitrary  and  capricious  that  they  impose  on 
you.  The  freight  railroads  generally  will  do  it  in  24  hours. 

Mr.  Carr.  But  the  freight  railroads  don't  go  as  fast,  I  suppose. 

Mr.  Johnson.  They  don't  go  as  fast,  and  their  schedules  are  not 
particularly  reliable.  The  ride  can  get  kind  of  bumpy  if  you  are  at 
the  end  of  a  long  freight  train. 

Mr.  Carr.  That  is  fascinating. 

Mr.  Johnson.  This  is  an  interesting  way  of  travelling.  It  is  a 
growing  interest.  Clearly,  a  number  of  Americans  have  an  underly- 
ing love  of  railroads  and  we  try  to  encourage  this. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  have  learned  an  enormous  amount  just  having  you 
here. 
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Thursday,  April  1,  1993. 
COALITION  OF  NORTHEASTERN  GOVERNORS  (CONEG) 

WITNESS 

COMMISSIONER  EMIL  FRANKEL,  CONNECTICUT  DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANS- 
PORTATION 

Mr.  Carr.  Our  next  witness  will  be  the  commissioner  of  the  Con- 
necticut Department  of  Transportation,  Mr.  Emil  Frankel. 

Welcome  to  the  committee.  It  is  very  nice  to  have  you  here. 

Mr.  Frankel.  Thank  you.  It  is  a  pleasure  to  be  here. 

I  am  sorry  that  I  don't  have  anjrthing  as  interesting  to  talk  about 
as  a  private  railroad  car. 

Mr.  Carr.  That  was  fascinating. 

Mr.  Frankel.  It  is  fascinating  for  me,  too.  My  only  hobby  is  the 
Boston  Red  Sox  and  they  are  nowhere  near  as  much  fun  these 
days. 

Mr.  Carr.  They  are  not  as  fascinating.  [Laughter.] 

Mr.  Frankel.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  Emil  Frankel,  the  Connecti- 
cut Commissioner  of  Transportation.  I  am  here  before  you  today  to 
represent  the  Coalition  of  Northeastern  Governors,  CONEG. 

We  have  prepared  and  already  submitted  to  the  committee  a  full 
statement. 

Mr.  Carr.  Without  objection,  your  prepared  statement  will 
appear  in  the  record. 

Mr.  Frankel.  I  appreciate  that.  It  is  my  intention  to  summarize 
that  statement  and  then  make  myself  available  to  you  to  answer 
any  questions. 

CONEG,  as  I  am  sure  you  know,  is  an  organization  through 
which  the  nine  northeastern  governors  have  examined  shared  re- 
gional problems,  explored  new  policies,  and  undertaken  cooperative 
actions  for  the  past  17  years.  Transportation  obviously  is  critical  to 
the  northeast.  It  is  absolutely  the  foundation  on  which  the  econom- 
ic renewal  of  the  northeast  will  be  assured  and  attained,  and  the 
environmental  well-being  of  these  States  will  also  be  achieved. 

The  region's  transportation  system  is  extensive  and  it  is  also  old. 
I  am  sure  that  is  not  unusual  nor  very  different  from  your  own 
part  of  the  United  States.  Age,  heavy  use,  and  severe  weather  con- 
ditions have  taken  a  toll  on  all  our  transportation  facilities,  not 
only  the  rail  systems  but  highways,  bridges,  transit  systems,  and 
aviation  facilities. 

This  has  required  a  cooperative  effort  by  our  States  to  develop 
and  apply  advanced  transportation  technologies  to  achieve  such  ob- 
jectives as  increased  capacity,  demand  management,  and  more  effi- 
cient use  of  our  existing  systems.  Obviously,  the  Clean  Air  Act 
amendments  of  1990  impose  greater  requirements  and  emphasize 
to  an  even  greater  degree  the  need  to  improve  our  rail  systems. 
Among  those  improvements  which  are  essential  are  continued 
progress  in  ensuring  high-speed  passenger  rail  service  in  the  north- 
east. 


1175 

This  is  really  an  opportunity  to  follow-up,  Mr.  Chairman,  on  your 
March  15th  hearing  on  high-speed  rail.  CONEG  applauds  your 
recent  comments  about  the  value  of  an  incremental  approach  to  ex- 
panding enhanced  high-speed  rail  service.  This  same  approach, 
really,  has  been  utilized  in  the  northeastern  United  States.  It  has 
been  successful  and  is  really  necessary  because  of  the  reality  of  the 
situation. 

Like  the  Federal  Government,  we  are  in  a  situation  of  very  limit- 
ed resources  which  requires  that  we  make  better  use  of  what  we 
have.  We  must  rehabilitate  and  assure  the  effectiveness  and  pro- 
ductivity of  our  existing  systems  and  ensure  that  all  our  transpor- 
tation systems  are  functioning  together  in  order  to  serve  efficiently 
the  mobility  needs  and  the  economic  goals  of  the  northeastern 
United  States. 

An  incremental  coordinated  approach  is  really  at  the  heart  of 
the  northeastern  governors'  high-speed  rail  policies  and  recent  ac- 
tions. Since  1986,  there  has  been  a  CONEG  high-speed  rail  task 
force  which  has  worked  to  enhance  high-speed  rail  service  and  to 
address  the  problem  of  congestion  at  our  airports  and  on  our  high- 
ways in  several  important  ways.  Among  them,  with  Amtrak  and 
the  Federal  Railroad  Administration,  the  task  force  has  examined 
and  tested  the  applicability  of  use  of  equipment  options.  We  are 
utilizing  and  improving  the  existing  right-of-way. 

I  might  mention  in  that  regard,  Mr.  Chairman,  as  I  am  sure  you 
know,  that  unusual  in  the  Northeast  Corridor,  the  right-of-way  for 
high-speed  rail  between  the  New  York  State  line  and  New  Haven 
is  owned  by  the  State  of  Connecticut.  I  am  responsible,  through  the 
Connecticut  Department  of  Transportation,  to  make  improvements 
in  that  right-of-way,  with  the  help  of  FTA  and  FRA  and  Amtrak. 
But  nonetheless,  improvements  that  we  make  on  our  property  are 
really  absolutely  essential — and  I  will  talk  about  that  in  just  a 
minute — to  the  effectiveness  of  high-speed  rail  between  Washing- 
ton and  Boston  and  points  north  and  south. 

Metro  North,  which  is  a  corporation  of  MTA,  similarly  owns  a 
portion  of  the  high-speed  rail  line  or  corridor  in  New  York  State  as 

well. 

In  this  policy  of  using  existing  rights-of-way  includes  obviously 
mixed  uses  of  the  corridor  not  only  for  freight  but  in  particular  for 
commuters  so  that  improvements  that  we  make  and  that  Amtrak 
makes  in  this  line  enhances  commuter  as  well  as  intercity  rail 
service. 

Finally,  the  task  force  has  pursued  a  course  of  action  which,  by 
relying  upon  proven  technologies,  prioritizing  coordinated  plans  for 
fixed  facility  improvements  and  greater  institutional  coordination 
among  various  users,  seeks  to  achieve  results  at  less  rather  than 
greater  cost. 

The  northeast  States  obviously  attract  millions  of  business  and 
pleasure  travellers  annually.  We  have  the  busiest  air  corridor  in 
the  United  States  and  one  of  the  most  heavily  used  highway  sys- 
tems in  the  world.  But  we  have  this  very  unique  transportation 
asset — that  is,  the  capital  has  already  been  put  into  a  rail  corridor 
which  stretches  456  miles  from  Washington,  D.C.  to  Boston — and  of 
course,  there  are  major  rail  lines  which  connect  to  this  spine  to 
many  of  our  capitol  cities  and  other  major  cities. 
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As  a  result,  the  Northeast  Corridor  is  a  unique  mixed-use  corri- 
dor serving  not  only  mixed  intercity  rail  passengers  but  commuters 
and  freight  traffic. 

Seeking  to  improve  this  asset,  the  northeast  governors  have 
formed  a  very  strong  intergovernmental  partnership  of  the  north- 
eastern States,  Amtrak,  the  Federal  Railroad  Administration,  com- 
muters service  provides  such  as  SEPTA  and  MTA,  and  the  Federal 
Transit  Administration. 

CONEG  has  specifically  worked  with  Amtrak  and  FRA  to  test 
equipment  options,  including  most  recently  the  Swedish  X-2000 
and  the  tilt  train.  Also,  we  have  undertaken  fixed  facility  improve- 
ments which  we  have  identified,  and  many  of  which  have  been 
identified  in  Amtrak's  northeast  high-speed  rail  improvement 
project  studies. 

We  have  one  such  project  just  underway  in  Connecticut  on  our 
right-of-way.  It  is  the  rebuilding  of  a  major  rail  bridge,  a  project  of 
almost  $130  million  in  which  FT  A,  Federal  highway  funds  under 
the  flexibility  of  ISTEA,  and  State  of  Connecticut  funds  will  be  in- 
vested. This  bridge  is  a  rail  bridge  over  the  Pequonnock  River  in 
Bridgeport  and  must  be  replaced  at  substantial  cost  to  the  State  of 
Connecticut,  otherwise  there  is  never  going  to  be  high-speed  rail 
service  between  New  York  and  Boston.  So  we  in  Connecticut  and 
other  States  as  well  have  certainly  made  our  investment,  as  I  know 
the  Federal  Government  has  as  well,  in  assuring  high-speed  rail. 

Federal /State  partnership  is  a  critical  ingredient  to  the  success 
and  cost-effectiveness  of  an  incremental  approach  to  achieve  high- 
speed rail.  In  addition,  this  incremental  coordinated  approach  to 
major  capital  investment  programs,  as  I  said,  recognizes  the  budg- 
etary constraints  which  face  Government  and  operating  authorities 
at  all  levels.  Capital  improvements  which  address  both  intercity 
and  commuter  systems  are  the  subject  of  the  Northeast  Corridor 
master  plan  currently  being  developed  by  FRA  in  response  to  a 
congressional  directive  in  1992. 

As  the  State  in  the  northeast  pursue  their  individual  interests  in 
specific  projects,  the  CONEG  members  have  a  common  concern  in 
maintaining  strong  Federal  support  for  the  cooperative  State/Fed- 
eral partnership  in  high-speed  ground  transportation,  including  the 
critical  issue  of  adequate  funding.  The  Congress  has  really  over  the 
last  several  years  taken  the  lead  in  that  regard. 

The  CONEG  governors  welcome  recent  Federal  funding  which 
has  enabled  the  northeast  States  to  move  forward  with  planned 
passenger  rail  system  improvements.  Prompt  and  complete  fulfill- 
ment of  the  Northeast  Corridor  improvement  program  remains  an 
essential  task  and  we  look  forward  to  working  with  Congress  and 
the  new  Administration  to  achieve  the  shared  goal  of  improved 
high-speed  rail  service  in  the  United  States. 

Thank  you  for  your  time  and  I  look  forward  to  answering  any  of 
your  questions. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Frankel  follows:] 
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TESTIMONY  OF  EMEL  FRANKEL 

COMMISSIONER 

CONNECTICUT  DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 

ON  BEHALF  OF 

THE  COALITION  OF  NORTHEASTERN  GOVERNORS 

BEFORE  THE 

COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  TRANSPORTATION 

U.S.  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

APRIL  1,  1993 


Chairman  Can  and  members  of  the  Subcommittee: 

I  am  Emil  Frankel,  Commissioner  of  the  Connecticut  Department  of 
Transportation.   I  am  pleased  to  have  this  opportimity  to  appear  before  you  to  represent 
the  Coalition  of  Northeastern  Governors  (CONEG),  an  organization  through  which  the 
nine  Northeastern  Governors  have  examined  shared  regional  problems,  explored  new 
pohcies,  and  undertaken  cooperative  actions  for  the  past  seventeen  years. 

Transportation  in  all  its  facets  has  been  and  remains  a  key  issue  for  the 
Northeastern  states'  economic  vitality  and  their  environmental  weU-being.   In  both  our 
densely  populated  transportation  corridors  and  more  rural  areas,  an  integrated 
transportation  network  provides  essential  mobility  for  citizens  and  commerce  in  our 
states. 

The  region's  transportation  system  is  extensive  and  operating  close  to  or  above 
capacity  in  many  areas.  Age,  heavy  use,  and  severe  weather  conditions  have  tJiken  a  toll 
on  our  highways,  bridges,  transit  systems  and  aviation  facilities.  Growing  demand  and  the 
increased  safety  risks  associated  with  congestion  require  coopei;ative  efforts  by  our  states 
to  develop  and  apply  advanced  transportation  technologies  to  achieve  such  objectives  as 
increased  capacity,  demand  management,  and  more  efficient  use  of  existing  systems.  The 
Qean  Air  Act  Amendments  of  1990,  which  will  require  most  urban  areas  of  the 
Northeast  to  take  major  steps  to  meet  attainment  standards,  only  serve  to  emphasize  the 
importance  of  implementing  programs,  such  as  high  speed  passenger  rail  service,  which 
can  divert  passengers  from  congested  airports  and  hi^ways. 

CONEG  looks  forward  to  sharing  specific  funding  concerns  regarding  highways, 
transit,  and  intercity  passenger  rail  with  the  Subcommittee  later  in  the  hearing  schedule 
when  appropriations  for  these  activities  are  being  considered.  Today  I  would  like  to  take 
the  opportunity  to  follow-up,  Mr.  Chairman,  on  your  timely  March  15  hearing  on  high 
speed  rail. 
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The  Coalition  of  Northeastern  Governors  applauds  your  recent  comments  about 
the  value  of  an  incremental  approach  to  expanding  enhanced  high  speed  rail  service. 
They  believe  that  a  consistent,  incremental  and  coordinated  program,  with  strong  federal 
and  state  support,  is  a  responsible  and  effective  strategy  in  order  to  attain  the  goal  of 
high  speed  rail  service  in  the  United  States. 

This  approach  to  high  speed  rail  has  been  successful  in  the  Northeast  because  it  is 
based  on  a  strong  sense  of  the  reality  of  the  situation:   limited  resources,  better  use  of 
existing  facilities,  and  an  understanding  of  the  importance  of  aU  transportation  modes  to 
serving  efficiently  the  region's  mobility  needs.  For  example,  the  goal  of  diverting  air 
passengers  between  business  hubs  in  the  Northeast  to  high  speed  rail  would  allow  existing 
airports  and  airUnes,  which  serve  the  region,  to  operate  more  efficiently  by  opening  up 
limited  capacity  for  longer,  more  cost  effective  and  fuel  efficient  flights. 

An  incremental  coordinated  approach  underUes  the  Northeast  Governors'  high 
speed  rail  poUcies  and  recent  actions.  Such  an  approach,  we  believe,  best  serves  the 
intermodal  standards  of  the  Intermodal  Surface  Transportation  Efficiency  Act  of  1991 
(ISTEA).   Since  1986  the  CONEG  High  Speed  Rail  Task  Force  has  worked  to  enhance 
high  speed  rail  service  as  a  way  to  address  the  problems  of  congestion  at  the  region's 
airports  and  on  its  highways  in  several  important  ways. 

•  Along  with  Amtrak  and  the  Federal  Railroad  Administration  (FRA),  the  Task  Force 
has  examined  and  tested  the  applicability  for  use  in  the  Northeast  Corridor  of 
equipment  options  curtently  in  use  in  other  nations.   It  has  also  supported  an 
aggressive  program  of  investment  in  advanced  equipment. 

•  From  the  beginning,  the  Task  Force  has  underscored  the  importance  of  using  existing 
rights-of-way  in  order  to  achieve  cost  effective  results  sooner  rather  than  later. 

•  The  pohcy  of  using  existing  rights-of-way  includes  acceptance  of  mixed-uses  of  the 
Corridor  and  the  importance  of  integrating  high  speed  rail  with  other  users, 
particularly  commuters.  The  Task  Force  has  consistently  worked  with  the  commuter 
authorities  in  an  effort  to  agree  on  improvements  that  would  enhance  commuter  and 
intercity  rail  service  alike. 

•  To  better  imderstand  the  overall  value  of  high  speed  rail  to  the  region,  the  Task  Force 
has  assessed  the  potential  transportation,  economic,  energy,  and  environmental 
benefits  to  the  entire  region  resulting  from  implementation  of  enhanced  rail  service. 

•  Finally,  the  Task  Force  has  pursued  a  course  of  action  which,  by  relying  upon  proven 
technologies,  prioritized  and  coordinated  plans  for  fixed  facility  improvements, 

and  greater  institutional  coordination  among  various  users,  seeks  to  achieve  results  that 
are  less,  rather  than  more,  expensive. 


/ 
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A  Unique  Transportation  Asset 


The  Northeast  states  attract  millions  of  business  and  pleasure  travelers  annually. 
With  the  busiest  air  corridor  in  the  United  States  and  one  of  the  most  heavily  used 
highway  systems  in  the  world,  the  region  also  has  a  unique  transportation  asset  -  a  rail 
corridor  (the  Northeast  Corridor)  stretching  456  miles  from  the  Washington  D.C. 
metropolitan  area  north  to  Boston,  Massachusetts.  Feeding  off  this  spine  is  a  network  of 
major  rail  routes  radiating  to  Harrisburg/Pittsburgh,  Peimsylvania;  Albany,  New  York; 
Springfield,  Massachusetts  (the  inland  route);  Atlantic  City,  New  Jersey;  and  potentially 
Portland,  Maine.  The  NorUieast  Corridor  (NEC)  serves  the  most  densely  populated 
region  in  the  nation.  As  a  result,  the  Corridor  is  a  unique  mixed-use  corridor  serving,  not 
only  intercity  rail  passenger  needs,  but  major  commuter  rail  authorities  and  freight 
railroads. 

While  much  attention  is  focused  on  high  speed  rail,  the  CONEG  Governors 
recognize  that  the  region's  rail  infrastructure  is  an  integrated  rail  system.  Routes 
throughout  this  system  have  an  ongoing  need  for  right-of-way  improvements  and 
additional  or  new  appropriate  equipment  options.  Actions  which  address  the  needs  of 
the  Corridor's  feeder  lines  contribute  to  ridership  and  revenues  throughout  the  entire 
Corridor.   Improved  levels  of  service  and  increased  revenues  throughout  the  regional 
system  benefit  both  the  rail  traveler  and  Amtrak's  goals  of  operating  self-sufficiency. 

The  Political  Partnership 

Seeking  to  improve  this  unique  asset,  the  Northeast  Governors  have  formed  a 
strong  intergovernmental  partnership  of  the  Northeast  states,  Amtrak,  the  Federal 
Railroad  Administration  (FRA),  commuter  service  providers,  and  the  Federal  Transit 
Administration  (FTA).  Working  together,  this  federal-state  partnership  has  helped 
identify  and  coordinate  needed  improvements  to  service,  equipment  and  fixed  facilities  in 
existing  rail  corridors. 

•  CONEG  has  worked  with  Amtrak  and  the  FRA  to  test  equipment  options  including 
the  Swedish  X2000,  currently  in  revenue  service  testing  along  the  northeast  rail 
corridor.  The  X2000  tests  build  on  the  1987  and  1988  equipment  tests  which  were 
conducted  by  the  FRA  and  Amtrak  at  the  request  of  CONEG.  These  tests,  the  first 
passenger  rail  equipment  tests  in  35  years,  examined  options,  including  tilt 
technologies,  which  could  reduce  travel  times  when  combined  with  needed  right-of-way 
improvements. 

•  Fixed  facility  improvements  identified  by  CONEG,  in  cooperation  with  Amtrak  and 
commuter  service  providers,  have  been  incorporated  into  Amtrak's  Northeast  High 
Speed  Rail  Improvement  Project.  Specific  high  speed  rail  improvements  include  grade 
separation  at  New  Rochelle,  New  York;  center  island  platforms  at  Stamford, 
Connecticut;  track  and  interlocking  reconfiguration  at  New  Haven,  Coimecticut;  and 
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capacity  enhancing  improvements  at  Penn  Station,  New  York  City.  These  projects, 
when  completed,  will  directly  benefit  both  intercity  and  conmiuter  rail  services  as  well 
as  make  a  major  stride  in  realizing  the  go£il  of  three  hour  service  between  Boston  and 
New  York  City. 

The  federal-state  partnership,  combined  with  ongoing  institutional  coordination 
among  all  users,  is  a  critical  ingredient  to  the  success  and  cost  effectiveness  of  an 
incremental  approach  to  achieve  liigh  speed  rail.  Cooperation  and  coordination  can 
result  in  a  number  of  benefits,  including  acceleration  of  project  activity  and  job  creation. 
In  addition,  an  incremental,  coordinated  approach  to  major  capital  investment  programs 
recognizes  the  budgetary  constraints  which  face  government  and  operating  authorities  at 
all  levels. 

Capital  improvements  which  address  both  intercity  and  commuter  systems  are  the 
subject  of  the  Northeast  Corridor  Master  Plan  which  is  currently  being  developed  by 
FRA  in  response  to  a  Congressional  directive  in  the  Amtrak  Authorization  and 
Development  Act  of  1992.  The  states  are  anxious  to  participate  in  this  planning  process, 
and  to  have  the  plan  be  truly  a  working  document  which  recognizes  that  sound  capital 
investments  are  grounded  in  coordinated  operating  plans  among  the  Corridor's  multiple 
users.   It  is  essential  that  these  operating  plans  and  capacity  needs  be  reflected  in  the 
Master  Plan. 

As  states  pursue  their  individual  interests  in  specific  projects,  the  CONEG 
members  have  a  common  concern  in  maintaining  strong  federal  support  for  the 
cooperative  state-federal  partnership  in  high  speed  ground  transportation,  including  the 
critical  issue  of  adequate  funding.  The  CONEG  Governors  welcome  recent  federal 
funding  which  has  enabled  the  Northeast  states  to  move  forward  with  planned  passenger 
rail  system  improvements.     Prompt  and  complete  fulfillment  of  the  Northeast  Corridor 
Improvement  Program  remains  an  essential  task.   In  addition,  efforts  to  maintain  and 
improve  the  full  range  of  regional  rail  needs  (such  as  advanced  dual-powered 
locomotives)  should  continue. 

We  look  forward  to  working  with  the  Congress  and  Administration  to  achieve  the 
shared  goal  of  improved  high  speed  rail  service  in  this  country.  Thank  you  for  your  time 
and  consideration. 
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Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Frankel. 

Talk  to  me  a  little  bit  more  about  that  bridge  in  Bridgeport. 

Mr.  Frankel.  Well,  it  is  quite  an  ancient  bridge  that  goes  back 
to  long  before  Amtrak  and  any  public  involvement  when  the  State 
of  Connecticut  took  the  right-of-way  with  the  breakup  of  the  New 
Haven  and/or  Penn  Central  Railroad — I  can't  quite  remember 
when  that  occurred.  I  guess  it  was  the  Penn  Central. 

This  bridge  was  acquired.  It  carries  the  main  line,  Amtrak  serv- 
ice as  well  as  whatever  freight  service  exists,  and  importantly  is  a 
key  element  in  commuter  service  between  New  Haven  and  New 
York  City. 

As  you  know,  the  New  Haven  line — operated  by  Metro  North  but 
owned  by  Connecticut — carries  over  50,000  commuters  a  day  from 
Connecticut  into  Manhattan. 

This  bridge  is  safe,  but  it  has  been  moving  for  the  last  60  years 
or  so.  It  has  been  shifting  with  the  tide  a  little  bit  every  year.  A 
few  years  ago,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  it  was  shored  up  to  prevent  or 
minimize  the  movement. 

State  and  Federal  authorities  have  been  postponing  for  a  long 
time  what  has  been  known  since  the  1920s  or  1930s,  which  is  that 
the  bridge  has  to  be  replaced.  We  have  now  undertaken  that  pro- 
gram. 

I  can't  resist  saying  that  key  element  in  that  was  ISTEA  because 
we  are  using  a  substantial  amount  of  money — in  this  case,  conges- 
tion mitigation  air  quality  money  in  the  range  of  $20  million  or 
so — toward  the  rebuilding  and  replacement  of  that  bridge,  along 
with  our  FTA  formula  funds  and  State  of  Connecticut  funds.  There 
are  no  Amtrak  funds,  incidentally.  No  NECIP  funds  are  going  into 
this  project,  but  we  expect  and  anticipate  that  there  will  be  other 
NECIP  funds  which  will  be  going  into  other  projects  on  our  right- 
of-way. 

Of  course,  in  the  electrification  of  the  line  east  of  New  Haven, 
between  New  Haven  and  Boston,  that  section  up  to  the  Rhode 
Island  line  is  owned  by  Amtrak.  That  is  the  part  in  Connecticut 
that  will  be  electrified  and  then  through  Rhode  Island  and  Massa- 
chusetts. 

So  in  our  case,  this  bridge,  which  is  about  $130  million  project — 
we  are  anxious  to  get  it  going  this  year  because  it  is  going  to  be 
one  of  our  major  construction  projects,  creating  construction  jobs  at 
a  time  we  need  them  in  Connecticut.  This  whole  effort  is  so  impor- 
tant to  the  economy  of  the  northeastern  United  States  is  really  an 
example  of  partnership  between  State,  a  regional  transportation 
authority — MTA  in  this  case — and  the  Federal  Government,  and 
indeed  different  parts  of  the  United  States  Department  of  Trans- 
portation and  Amtrak.  I  think  that  is  typical  of  the  kind  of  coordi- 
nated approach  that  I  know  you  favor,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  think  it  also  represents  what  we  have  to  do  in  terms  of  improv- 
ing what  we  have.  I  don't  mean  to  minimize  the  opportunities  for 
new  technologies,  but  I  think  the  new  technologies  have  to  be  in- 
cremental. They  have  to  build  on  what  we  have.  When  we  don't 
really  have  effective  high-speed  rail  in  the  Northeast  Corridor,  par- 
ticularly between  New  York  and  Boston,  and  I  think  that  is  the 
kind  of  thing  we  have  to  focus  on,  including  some  very,  very  big 
and  expensive  projects  like  electrification  and  the  Peck  Bridge. 
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We  need  to  learn  how  to  walk  before  we  run  and  really  get  Buck 
Rogers. 

Mr.  Carr.  We  appreciate  your  endorsement  of  our  approach.  We 
obviously  think  it  is  wise. 

The  Peck  Bridge  is  $130  million.  I  think  you  testified  that  $20 
million  has  been 

Mr.  Frankel.  That  includes  soft  costs  as  well.  We  have  expended 
in  excess  of  $25  million.  Most  of  the  money  that  has  gone  into  it  so 
far  has  been  State  of  Connecticut  money.  Of  the  construction 
money,  it  is  from  a  variety  of  sources,  including — and  I  may  have 
to  correct  myself,  but  I  think  it  is  somewhere  in  the  range  of  $20 
million  from  the  Federal  Highway  Administration.  We  will  be 
using  a  substantial  portion  of  our  FTA  formula  money  over  the 
next  3  or  4  years  as  other  contributions.  Then  the  balance  will  be 
State  money  for  the  construction. 

I  think  the  total  State  contribution  will  be  in  the  range  of  $30 
million  to  $40  million  of  the  total  $125  million  to  $130  million 
project. 

Mr.  Carr.  When  do  you  think  you  are  going  to  start  construc- 
tion? 

Mr.  Frankel.  We  have  actually  started  construction.  It  is  in  the 
very  early  stages  of  construction.  It  is  about  a  4-year  to  5-year  con- 
struction period.  But  the  contract  has  been  awarded  and  they  have 
really  started  the  very  early  stages  of  some  demolition  work  and  so 
forth.  We  have  already  begun. 

Mr.  Carr.  Is  there  going  to  be  a  new  bridge  beside  the  old  bridge 
and  take  the  old  bridge  down? 

Mr.  Frankel.  That  is  essentially  the  case,  yes. 

Mr.  Carr.  Are  you  going  to  realign  the  tracks? 

Mr.  Frankel.  Not  a  substantial  realignment.  It  is  really  going  to 
be  right  next  to  the  old  bridge.  It  is  essentially  a  new  bridge  on  the 
existing  alignment. 

Incidentally,  all  during  this  period  of  time,  we  have  to  operate 
not  just  the  Amtrak  trains,  but  we  have  to  operate  a  commuter 
railroad  probably  well  in  excess  of  250  trains.  That  has  to  keep  on 
while  this  bridge  is  reconstructed. 

Mr.  Carr.  Is  this  a  two-track  bridge? 

Mr.  Frankel.  No,  it  is  a  four-track  bridge.  The  line  where  we 
own  the  right-of-way  is  essentially  four-track.  There  are  some 
places  where  it  is  three-track,  but  it  is  essentially  four-track  be- 
tween New  York  and  New  Haven. 

Mr.  Carr.  We  thank  you  very  much.  I  appreciate  your  input. 

Mr.  Frankel.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 


Thursday,  April  1,  1993. 

WITNESS 

HON.    BART   GORDON,    A    REPRESENTATIVE    IN    CONGRESS    FROM    THE 
STATE  OF  TENNESSEE 

Mr.  Carr.  Our  next  witness  will  be  our  good  friend  from  Tennes- 
see, Congressman  Bart  Gordon. 
Mr.  Gordon.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 
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I  have  admired  your  dedication  to  press  forward  today,  come  hell 
or  high  water  you're  going  to  get  this  thing  done.  To  try  to  reward 
that,  I  will  be  brief  and  make  my  comments  a  part  of  the  record. 

Mr.  Carr.  Without  objection,  your  prepared  statement  will 
appear  in  the  record. 

Mr.  Gordon.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  come  before  you  today  with  two  of 
what  I  think  are  important  and  very  good  requests.  The  first  is  a 
continuation  on  a  project  that  was  started  under  ISTEA.  In  my 
home  town  of  Murfreesboro,  Tennessee  we  have  what  they  call  a 
functionally  obsolete  bridge  that  ISTEA  authorized  some  funding 
to  replace.  I  would  like  to  request  a  $2.4  million  appropriation  to 
complete  that  job.  It  is  already  in  the  design  phase. 

One  interesting  thing  of  note  is  that  it  is  on  what  we  call  the  old 
national  highway,  which  was  one  of  the  older  roads  in  the  commu- 
nity and  was  a  main  artery  during  the  Civil  War.  It  is  adjacent  to 
what  is  called  Fortress  Rosecrans,  which  was  the  largest  earthen 
fort  that  was  developed  during  the  Civil  War.  A  part  of  the  For- 
tress, called  Brandon  Redoubt,  is  right  there  at  the  bridge  and  was 
a  point  that  protected  both  the  bridge,  the  river,  and  the  road. 

It  is  being  restored  by  the  Park  Service.  The  State,  who  is  doing 
the  design  work  on  this  bridge,  discovered  an  old  photograph  of  the 
bridge  during  the  Civil  War  period.  They  found  that  at  no  addition- 
al cost  they  can  design  a  bridge  that  will  be  basically  a  reproduc- 
tion with  a  little  better  products  of  that  old  Civil  War  bridge, 
which  I  think  is  going  to  add  even  more  to  the  community  and  to 
the  historic  culture  in  that  area. 

The  second  request  deals  with  an  area  called  Sewart  Air  Force 
Base.  Sewart  Air  Force  Base  was  completed  in  1942  and  used  con- 
tinually by  the  Air  Force  as  a  bomber  training  school  up  until 
1970.  It  was  the  last  of  the  military  bases  to  be  closed  before  this 
new  round  of  base  closings. 

Essentially,  it  sat  idle  for  20  years.  There  was  very  little  develop- 
ment there.  With  the  help  of  this  committee,  we  are  starting  to 
provide  some  lighting  for  the  runways  and  patching  the  runways 
so  that  it  can  be  productive  again. 

The  configuration  of  the  airport  is  such  that  on  one  side  of  the 
taxiways  are  some  old  buildings,  again  left  over  from  the  Air  Force 
days,  that  are  being  used,  but  they  are  not  very  efficient.  To  really 
make  this  old  Air  Force  base  an  industrial  park  and  to  make  it 
very  productive,  we  need  to  open  up  the  other  side  of  the  runways 
where  the  bulk  of  the  property  is  located.  It  is  all  undeveloped,  but 
we  can't  get  in  there  without  an  access  road. 

There  is  a  short  point  there  where  an  access  road  could  be  put 
in.  That  puts  it  about  12  miles  from  Nashville.  It  also  will  connect 
it  into  an  interstate  artery,  which  is  about  1.5  miles  from  the  inter- 
state. So  this  will  mean  a  great  deal  for  development  in  this  area. 
It  appears  that  that  is  going  to  be  about  a  $4  million  project. 

I  come  before  this  committee  requesting  both  of  these  worthwhile 
and  needed  projects. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  the  Hon.  Gordon  follows:] 
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Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you  for  providing  me  the  opportunity  to 
testify  before  your  subcommittee  today.   I  would  like  to 
congratulate  you  on  being  elected  chairman  this  Congress.   I  know 
you  have  your  work  cut  out  for  you. 

I  am  interested  in  obtaining  funding  for  two  demonstration 
projects  from  the  Federal  Highway  Administration  in  this  year's 
Transportation  appropriations  bill. 

The  first  project  will  fund  the  completion  of  a  bridge 
replacement  project  in  my  hometown  of  Murf reesboro,  Tennessee  which 
was  authorized  in  the  Intermodal  Surface  Transportation  Efficiency 
Act  (ISTEA)  (P.L.  102-240) .   President  Clinton  has  made  the  full 
funding  of  public  works  projects  an  integral  part  of  his  economic 
stimulus  package.   The  funding  I  am  seeking  is  the  type  which  will 
produce  jobs  and  directly  benefit  our  country's  infrastructure.   The 
federal  share  needed  to  complete  this  project  is  $2,400,000. 

The  second  demonstration  project  will  construct  an  access  road 
from  highway  41/70  to  the  Smyrna/Rutherford  County  Airport  in 
Smyrna,  Tennessee.   Your  subcommittee  has  been  very  helpful  in 
supporting  my  efforts  to  develop  Smyrna  airport  into  a  functional 
general  aviation  facility.   The  potential  for  development  of  the 
airport  is  great,  but  integral  to  attracting  new  business  is 
providing  direct  access  to  an  undeveloped  portion  of  the  airfield 
which  is  currently  unaccessable. 

The  airport  was  initially  constructed  by  the  Air  Force  in  1942. 
It  served  as  a  bomber  training  facility  until  1970  when  it  was 
decommissioned.   The  Tennessee  Army  National  Guard  has  maintained  a 
presence  since  the  early  1970s.   The  remainder  of  the  airport  was 
managed  by  the  Nashville  Metropolitan  Airport  Authority  (NMAA) . 
Precious  little  was  done  to  the  facility  until  1991  when  the 
Smyrna/Rutherford  County  Airport  Authority  was  established  and  took 
control  of  the  airport. 

Smyrna  is  a  reliever  airport  for  Nashville  Metropolitan 
Airport.   Presently  the  airport  handles  in  excess  of  140,000 
activities  per  year.   The  airport  leases  hanger  and  ramp  space  to 
commercial  aviation  overhaul  and  maintenance  companies,  an  air 
charter  service  and  several  fixed  based  operators.   The  General 
Motors  Saturn  plant,  the  Nissan  Motor  Manufacturing  Corporation,  and 
other  area  industry  use  the  airport  for  parts  shipments. 

Over  the  past  decade,  Rutherford  county  was  the  fastest  growing 
county  in  Tennesse,  and  one  of  the  fifty  fastest  growing  counties  in 
the  country.   With  increased  population  comes  business  and 
industrial  development  opportunities. 
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The  Airport  Authority  has  dedicated  significant  time  and 
resources  to  formulating  a  long  range  master  plan  and  securing  city, 
county  and  state  support  for  the  development  of  the  airport.   I  want 
to  assist  the  Airport  Authority  in  making  improvements  which  will 
attract  new  industry  and  air  traffic  to  the  airport.   Presently  an 
entire  section  of  the  airport  cannot  be  developed  because  it's 
unaccessible.   The  only  way  to  gain  access  and  develop  this  area  is 
to  construct  the  access  road  which  I  am  proposing. 

As  a  rapidly  developing  airport  in  one  of  the  fastest  growing 
areas  of  the  country,  it  is  essential  that  the  needs  of  the  county 
and  region  be  met.   In  order  to  sucessfully  attract  new  business, 
and  to  better  serve  current  users,  the  airport  needs  strong  federal 
support.  At  this  time,  $4,000,000  is  needed  for  engineering,  design, 
right  of  way  purchases  and  road  construction. 

Thank  you  again  for  allowing  me  the  opportunity  to  testify  in 
support  of  these  two  projects.   I'll  be  glad  to  answer  any  questions 
you  or  members  of  the  subcommittee  may  have. 
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Mr.  Carr.  We  thank  you  for  coming  by.  You  have  always  been 
helpful  to  this  committee  in  your  capacity  as  a  member  of  the 
Rules  Committee. 

I  am  looking  at  a  map  here. 

Mr.  Gordon.  There  ought  to  be  some  kind  of  shading  for  the  old 
Air  Force  base. 

Mr.  Carr.  This  is  a  pretty  small  map. 

Mr.  Gordon.  You  will  see  over  to  the  side  of  that  the  interstate. 

Mr.  Carr.  How  much  money  are  we  talking  about  for  this? 

Mr.  Gordon.  We  are  estimating  $4  million.  Part  of  this  is  land 
acquisition.  We  hope  that  we  are  going  to  be  able  to  get  that  land 
donated.  If  so,  we  will  come  back  to  you  with  a  revised  and  lower 
figure.  We  are  getting  the  design  work  done  now.  I  think  it  is  to 
the  benefit  of  those  folks  owning  that  property  to  donate  it.  We  are 
trying  to  get  them  to  do  so. 

Mr.  Carr.  How  long  a  highway  is  it? 

Mr.  Gordon.  It  is  just  about  one-fourth  of  a  mile. 

Mr.  Carr.  Do  you  have  a  map? 

Mr.  Gordon.  Yes. 

Mr.  Carr.  That  would  be  helpful. 

Mr.  Gordon.  May  I  approach  the  bench?  [Laughter.] 

Mr.  Carr.  So  pieces  C  and  B  are  already  in  existence? 

Mr.  Gordon.  C  and  B  will  be  access  roads  that  are  two  lanes.  A 
will  be  a  four-lane  directly  into  the  old  Air  Force  base.  This  will 
allow  us  to  connect  in  with  the  main  old  road — which  is  a  four-lane 
between  Murfreesboro  and  Nashville — as  well  as  just  about  a  mile 
and  a  half  over,  which  is  the  interstate  that  is  what  we  call  the 
Nashville/Chattanooga  Interstate. 

Mr.  Carr.  The  $4  million  will  go  for  A,  B,  and  C? 

Mr.  Gordon.  That's  correct. 

Mr.  Carr.  And  that  is  a  total  of  one-fourth  of  a  mile? 

Mr.  Gordon.  A  is  one-fourth  of  a  mile.  There  would  be  four  lanes 
of  one-fourth  of  a  mile,  and  probably  approximately  1  mile  of  two- 
lane. 

Mr.  Carr.  Okay. 

Mr.  Gordon.  And  as  I  said,  we  will  come  back  to  you  before  you 
do  a  final  markup.  It  is  our  hope  that  we  can  get — a  large  part  of 
this  was  land  acquisition.  If  we  can  get  this  land  donated — which  I 
think  is  reasonable  that  it  should  occur  because  it  will  be  to  their 
benefit  also — then  we  will  be  able  to  reduce  this  request. 

Mr.  Carr.  Where  is  the  boundary  of  the  airport  property?  Can 
you  point  that  out  to  me? 

Mr.  Gordon.  C  and  B  is  the  boundary. 

Mr.  Carr.  So  this  road  would  be  on  the  alignment  of  the  bounda- 
ry and  presumably  that — who  owns  the  airport  now? 

Mr.  Gordon.  The  airport  is  owned  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  and 
the  County  of  Rutherford. 

Mr.  Carr.  So  they  will  donate  the  land  for  C  and  B? 

Mr.  Gordon.  That's  correct.  The  problem  with  A  land  is  that  the 
Grace  Company  purchased  this  some  years  back  as  an  investment, 
but  the  area  was  never  opened  up  because  there  was  no  access. 

Mr.  Carr.  So  it  is  likely  that  they  might  donate  that  because 
that  would  make  their  land  more  valuable. 
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Mr.  Gordon.  It  is  crazy  if  they  don't.  We  intend  to  approach 
them  in  that  regard,  that  it  is  going  to  be  to  their  benefit. 

My  hope  is  that  we're  going  to  be  able  to  reduce  this  request  at 
least  by  one-fourth  or  so  if  we  get  all  this  land  donated. 

Mr.  Carr.  When  are  you  going  to  know  that? 

Mr.  Gordon.  We  hope  that  we  will  have  all  this  before  May  1st. 

When  are  you  planning  your  markup? 

Mr.  Carr.  We  will  markup  later  in  May. 

Mr.  Gordon.  We  will  come  back  to  you  with  any  revisions — this 
was  the  recommendation  of  the  State  as  they  do  their  general 
projects  per  linear  mile  with  land  acquisition,  utilities,  and  that 
sort  of  thing.  Once  they  go  a  little  bit  further  in  their  plans — and  it 
is  going  to  be  expedited.  Once  we  get  a  final  determination  from 
these  property  owners,  we  will  have  a  smaller  and  more  accurate 
figure  for  you. 

Mr.  Carr.  Do  you  know  why  this  project  wouldn't  be  reached  by 
money  from  the  supplemental  or  money  that  they  have  pro- 
grammed from  formula?  We  need  to  have  documented  why  this  is 
not  being  built  with  the  normal  highway  funds. 

Mr.  Gordon.  We  will  provide  that  for  the  record. 

Mr.  Carr.  We  will  also  need  a  statement  of  support  from  the 
DOT  of  Tennessee.  Tennessee  is  getting  $57.8  million  in  its  supple- 
mental. 

Mr.  Gordon.  Those  are  all  very  reasonable  requests  and  we  will 
see  that  that  is  done. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Wolf. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Bart,  what  would  be  the  value  of  the  donated  land? 

Mr.  Gordon.  We  simply  don't  know  right  now.  The  Department 
of  Transportation  made  its  eetimate  for  us  on  typical  construction 
in  high-growth  areas.  They  did  it  basically  on  a  formula  of  so  much 
per  mile.  We  are  going  to  have  to  do  a  better  job  of  getting  this 
estimate  more  particular  for  you. 

Mr.  Wolf.  What  is  the  total  cost  of  the  project?  Is  this  just  for 
this  year? 

Mr.  Gordon.  That  would  be  the  total  amount.  That  would  be 
lock  key. 

Mr.  Wolf.  What  would  be  the  total  amount? 

Mr.  Gordon.  Mr.  Wolf,  $4  million  is  the  amount  the  Department 
of  Transportation  estimates  the  cost  would  be,  and  that  is  with  all 
land  purchases.  So  if  we  got  the  land  donated,  then  we  would 
expect  this  figure  to  go  down. 

This  is  basically  a  rough  estimate  by  the  Department  of  Trans- 
portation. We  need  to  get  you  a  better  and  more  specific  estimate, 
and  we  will  before  your  markup. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Thank  you. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  have  no  further  questions. 

If  you  could,  maybe  your  Tennessee  DOT  could  give  us  some 
maps  of  the  surrounding  area.  We  work  off  the  road  atlas  and  it  is 
pretty  small. 

Mr.  Gordon.  Certainly.  We  will  get  you  that. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you. 
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Mr.  Gordon.  We  appreciate  having  the  opportunity  to  get  the 
process  started  and  will  follow  up  on  all  your  requests. 


Thursday,  April  1,  1993. 

WITNESS 

HON.  BILL  RICHARDSON,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 
STATE  OF  NEW  MEXICO 

Mr.  Carr.  Our  next  witness  will  be  our  friend  from  New  Mexico, 
Congressman  Bill  Richardson. 
Mr.  Richardson.  Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you. 
I  would  like  to  ask  unanimous  consent  to  insert  my  statement  in 

the  record. 

Mr.  Carr.  Without  objection,  your  prepared  statement  will 
appear  in  the  record. 

Mr.  Richardson.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  stress  that  what 
I  am  requesting  are  projects  that  in  the  past  this  subcommittee  has 
been  supportive  of.  One  is  $110,000  to  purchase  buses  and  addition- 
al equipment,  a  process  that  was  started  last  year,  for  a  municipal 
mass  transit  system  in  Santa  Fe,  New  Mexico,  and  $1.5  million  for 
the  acquisition  and  restoration  for  the  Santa  Fe  railroad  depot  and 
roundhouse  in  Las  Vegas,  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  two  other  road  projects  that  I  think  prob- 
ably will  be  part  of  either  the  supplemental  or  the  ISTEA,  so  I  am 
just  highlighting  them  and  not  requesting  a  line  item.  So  my  re- 
quests, Mr.  Chairman,  are  modest,  meager,  and  hopefully  justified. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  the  Hon.  Richardson  follows:] 
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CONGRESSMAN  BELL  RICHARDSON 

TESTIMONY 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  TRANSPORTATION 

HOUSE  COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 

APRIL  1,  1993 


Thank  you  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  Subcommittee  for  the 
opportunity  to  testify  today  on  several  projects  of  great  importance  to  the  Third 
District  in  New  Mexico. 


SANTA  FE  RAILROAD  DEPOT  AND  ROUNDHOUSE.  LAS  VEGAS 

The  transportation  infrastructure  in  Las  Vegas  is  in  need  of  improvement.    Las 
Vegas  is  a  progressive  and  rapidly  growing  town  in  need  of  enhanced  transportation 
facilities.    The  City  of  Las  Vegas  would  like  to  acquire  and  renovate  an  existing 
railroad  depot  to  serve  as  an  intermodal  transportation  facility.    This  project  will 
provide  for  Las  Vegas'  infrastructure  needs,  improve  efficiency,  stimulate  business, 
increase  development,  and  enhance  the  City's  beauty. 

The  renovation  of  this  depot  will  centralize  transportation  services  and  allow 
for  greater  efficiency.    Amtrak  trains,  city  cabs,  bus  lines,  U.P.S.,  Western  Union, 
and  a  tourist  coach  would  run  out  of  this  central  location  providing  for  better 
management  of  increasing  traffic  flows.    Eventually,  Las  Vegas  will  add  a  public 
transportation  system  which  would  also  make  use  of  this  facility.    Because  of  its 
history  and  significance,  the  depot  would  also  enhance  the  nearby  historic  district. 

I  respectfully  request  the  Committee  include  $1.5  million  for  the  City  of 
Las  Vegas'  railroad  depot  project. 

PASSENGER  FACILITIES.  SANTA  FE 

The  City  of  Santa  Fe  recentiy  began  limited  service  of  a  new  mass  transit 
system.    When  fully  implemented,  in  the  spring,  it  will  relieve  a  congested  area. 
Santa  Fe  was  not  designed  to  handle  the  crushing  amounts  of  traffic  now  plying  its 
streets.    The  City  has  long  sought  bus  service  for  its  residents  and  large  tourist 
population  to  ease  an  increasingly  unmanageable  situation. 

This  transit  system  would  alleviate  heavy  traffic  flows  throughout  Santa  Fe, 
particularly  in  the  downtown  section.    The  City  has  undertaken  an  independent 
analysis  to  determine  the  location  for  bus  stops,  shelters,  and  benches.    The  City 
awaits  these  items  to  begin  full  bus  service.    The  city  has  already  hired  a  transit 
administrator,  drivers,  and  other  key  personnel  to  fiilly  implement  service.    The 
technical  expertise  and  community  need  are  present  to  expedite  this  project  within 
months. 

I  respectfully  request  the  Committee  include  $110,000  for  the  City  of 
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Santa  Fe's  passenger  facilities  project. 

ROAD  IMPROVEMENT.  MCKTNLEY  COUNTY 

The  County  of  McKinley  is  in  dire  need  of  assistance  for  road  improvements. 
The  County  currently  maintains  549  miles  of  roads,  most  of  which  are  unimroved 
dirt.    The  County  has  determined  that  125  miles  of  its  unimproved  dirt  roads  are  used 
as  primary  school  bus  routes.    The  County  has  one  of  the  largest  school  bus 
transportation  systems  in  New  Mexico  owing  to  the  sparsely  populated  area. 

Transportation  of  students  accounts  for  almost  1 .5  million  miles  travelled  by 
school  buses.    Many  of  these  routes  are  in  need  of  repair  due  to  the  harshness  of  the 
elements  and  poor  construction.    The  county  would  like  to  upgrade  these  125  miles  of 
unimproved  dirt  roads  to  pavement. 

I  respectfully  request  the  Committee  include  $20  million  for  the  County  of 
McKinley's  road  improvement  project. 

RELIEF  ROUTE.  SANTA  FE 

This  project,  planned  since  1960,  has  approximately  9  miles  left  on  this  14 
mile  route.    The  first  5  mile  phase  is  constructed  and  in  use  while  the  second,  and 
final,  stage  awaits  completion.    When  finished  this  project  will  relieve  traffic 
congestion  in  the  City  of  Santa  Fe  by  providing  a  route  between  1-25  to  the  south  of 
the  city  with  U.S.  84/285  north  of  the  city.    The  project  will  provide  arterial  relief 
for  congested  city  streets.    In  addition  to  alleviating  traffic  in  the  city  this  project  will 
provide  a  safer,  more  direct  route  from  the  Santa  Fe  Municipal  Airport  and  Los 
Alamos  National  Laboratories  to  Santa  Fe  and  points  north  and  south. 

Populations  north  of  Santa  Fe  will  benefit  from  this  project  as  well  as 
businesses  and  people  in  and  around  the  Santa  Fe  area.    There  are  ten  interchanges 
planned  for  this  route  to  link  it  to  the  existing  network.    The  1987  Federal  Highway 
Administration's  environmental  assessment  found  this  project  to  have  no  significant 
impact. 

I  respectfully  request  the  Committee  include  $20  million  for  the  City  of 
Santa  Fe's  relief  route  project. 
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Mr.  Carr.  Where  is  Las  Vegas,  New  Mexico? 

Mr.  Richardson.  It  is  about  60  miles  directly  east  from  Santa  Fe. 
It  is  a  town  of  about  15,000.  Amtrak  traverses  it.  It  is  part  of  the — 
the  objective  is  to  get  an  intermodal  facility  there.  It  is  part  of  the 
Amtrak  route  from  Los  Angeles  to  Chicago. 

Mr.  Carr.  Has  Amtrak  expressed  support  for  that? 

Mr.  Richardson.  Yes. 

Mr.  Carr.  And  they  will  be  leasing  space  in  this  depot? 

Mr.  Richardson.  That  is  going  to  be  negotiated,  but  they  have 
expressed  support  for  all  the  communities  where  Amtrak  goes 
through  New  Mexico — Raton,  Las  Vegas,  Lamy. 

Mr.  Carr.  Where  does  the  Amtrak  line  go?  Does  it  go  through 
Santa  Fe? 

Mr.  Richardson.  Lamy  is  about  15  miles  outside  of  Santa  Fe. 
That  is  the  closest  juncture  to  Santa  Fe.  Lamy  is  the  stop  right 
before  Las  Vegas. 

Mr.  Carr.  It  is  small. 

Mr.  Richardson.  Very  small. 

Mr.  Carr.  Microscopic  on  this  map.  [Laughter.] 

So  the  Amtrak  line  goes  through  Las  Vegas  and  Lamy  and  then 
where? 

Mr.  Richardson.  Then  to  Raton,  which  is  up  on  the  northeast 
comer  of  the  State. 

Mr.  Carr.  So  then  it  follows  1-25  from  Las  Vegas  to  Raton? 

Mr.  Richardson.  Right.  Then  it  goes  up  to  Trinidad,  Colorado. 

Mr.  Carr.  Where  does  it  go  westbound  from  Lamy? 

Mr.  Richardson.  To  Albuquerque  and  Gallup. 

Mr.  Carr.  So  then  it  basically  follows  1-40? 

Mr.  Richardson.  That's  correct. 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Wolf,  do  you  have  any  questions? 

Mr.  Wolf.  Yes.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Is  this  project  authorized?  The  Santa  Fe  railroad  depot? 

Mr.  Richardson.  I  believe  it  is,  Mr.  Wolf.  I  believe  the  three  sta- 
tions in  New  Mexico  are  authorized. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Do  you  know  what  the  match  would  be? 

Mr.  Richardson.  The  match  would  be  25  percent  local. 

Mr.  Wolf.  You  were  mainly  talking  about  two  today? 

Mr.  Richardson.  Yes,  Mr.  Wolf.  The  second  one  was  $110,000  to 
purchase  buses  and  additional  equipment  for  a  mass  transit  system 
in  Santa  Fe. 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  have  no  further  questions. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Carr.  Regarding  the  $20  million  for  the  14-mile  project 
around  Santa  Fe  there,  do  you  have  a  map  in  here  about  that  as  to 
where  that  goes? 

Mr.  Richardson.  If  you  have  your  map,  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  the 
route  connecting  Albuquerque  and  Santa  Fe  right  south  of  Santa 
Fe  heading  south  to  Albuquerque.  It  would  be  that  short  area 
there. 

Mr.  Carr.  Is  it  like  a  Santa  Fe  bypass?  Is  that  the  idea? 

Mr.  Richardson.  That's  right. 

Mr.  Carr.  Similar  to  my  questions  with  Mr.  Gordon,  maybe  you 
can  get  the  New  Mexico  DOT  to  give  us  a  letter  on  both  the 
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McKinley  County  and  the  Santa  Fe  bypass  as  to  whether  they 
intend  to  use  any  supplemental  funds. 

In  the  supplemental,  New  Mexico  will  be  getting  $31.2  million. 
Obviously,  New  Mexico  is  a  very  large  State  with  a  lot  of  rural 
roads  and  it  probably  won't  go  very  far,  but  the  normal  allocation 
is  $148.4  million  a  year.  We  need  to  have  a  letter  as  to  why  they — 
maybe  they  could  supply  us  with  some  maps  and  a  letter  as  to  why 
the  normal  funding  doesn't  reach  these  projects  and  why  they  are 
important. 

Mr.  Richardson.  We  will  certainly  do  that. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Are  you  also  asking  for  $20  million  for  the  road?  You 
said  that  the  county  would  like  to  upgrade  125  miles  of  unimproved 
dirt  road  to  pavement.  Is  that  an  authorized  project? 

Mr.  Richardson.  These  are  primarily  Indian  roads.  In  the 
ISTEA,  there  is  an  amount  that  is  targeted  toward  Indian  roads.  I 
am  basically  highlighting  this  project  in  the  testimony. 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  understand.  This  was  just  informational? 

Mr.  Richardson.  That's  correct. 

Mr.  Wolf.  So  this  is  not  a  priority  and  is  not  on  the  State's  list. 

Mr.  Richardson.  That's  correct. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Thank  you. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Richardson. 


Thursday,  April  1,  1993. 
SOUTH  BEND  PUBLIC  TRANSPORTATION  CORPORATION 

WITNESSES 

HON.  TIM  ROEMER,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE 
OF  INDIANA 

MAYOR  JOSEPH  KERNAN  OF  SOUTH  BEND,  INDIANA 

Mr.  Carr.  Our  next  witness  is  our  good  friend  from  another 
Great  Lakes  State,  Indiana,  Tim  Roemer. 

We  are  delighted  to  have  you  here.  I  will  call  upon  you  to  make 
an  introduction.  Your  testimony  will  be  inserted  in  the  record  as 
full  and  ask  that  you  summarize  in  the  interest  of  time. 

Mr.  Roemer.  I  would  be  happy  to  do  that,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Let  me  first  of  all  thank  you  and  Mr.  Wolf  for  your  attention  and 
your  work  on  this  already.  I  would  also  like  to  say  that  I  men- 
tioned this  project  to  you  last  year  and  you  seemed  interested  and 
excited  so  I  am  looking  forward  to  giving  you  even  more  detail  on 
what  this  means  to  our  community. 

Obviously,  you  can  see  that  it  means  a  great  deal  to  the  commu- 
nity when  our  distinguished  mayor  from  South  Bend,  Joe  Kernan, 
comes  here.  Even  though  he  will  not  be  testifying,  he  is  here  to 
show  how  important  this  is  to  an  integrated  approach — a  new  ap- 
proach— to  how  we  solve  some  of  the  problems  back  home  in  Indi- 
ana that  you,  by  the  way,  have  shown  great  leadership  on. 

I  have  furnished  a  great  deal  of  minutia,  plans  for  you  and  re- 
ports for  you  to  look  at.  I  think  the  entire  plan  is  in  front  of  you 
now.  I  also  have  some  charts  over  to  my  right  with  pretty  extensive 
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maps.  I  know  you  have  been  asking  a  lot  of  questions  about  detail 
on  where  the  lines  go  and  how  this  affects  the  city. 

I  am  here  today  to  ask  the  committee  to  consider  funding  of  a 
project  that  would  bring  public  transportation  in  my  district  into 
the  next  century  and  could  provide  a  model  system  for  other  mid- 
sized communities  around  the  Nation.  I  know  that  both  you,  Mr. 
Chairman,  and  the  ranking  member,  Mr.  Wolf,  come  from  many  of 
these  same  kinds  of  towns — Fairfax  and  Flint  and  so  forth — that 
also  might  learn  from  this  kind  of  integrated  approach  if  in  fact 
you  are  not  already  doing  these  things. 

Also,  we're  trying  to  make  the  tax  dollar  go  further  and  have 
more  efficiency  and  more  accountability  for  those  limited  funds 
that  are  out  there.  The  South  Bend  Public  Transportation  Corpora- 
tion, or  TRANSPO,  as  it  is  known  locally,  is  a  municipally  owned 
and  operated  public  mass  transportation  system  serving  the  cities 
of  South  Bend  and  Mishawaka,  Indiana. 

The  board  of  directors  of  the  corporation,  working  in  conjunction 
with  various  city,  regional  transportation,  planning,  and  develop- 
ment agencies,  have  created  a  concept  which  addresses  many  re- 
gional and  national  concerns  as  well  as  environmental,  infrastruc- 
ture, and  urbEui  resource  ideas.  We  feel  that  the  leadership  and  as- 
sistance of  Federal,  State,  and  local  governments,  combined  with 
the  entrepreneurship  and  innovativeness  of  the  private  sector  will 
serve  to  reverse  urban  decay  and  create  a  truly  integrated  trans- 
portation system. 

The  concept  that  we  present  today  proposes  to  combine  four 
modes  of  transportation,  generally  treated  as  separate  and  distinct 
in  the  past.  This  would  be  combined  into  an  effective,  efficient, 
intermodal,  low-emission  transportation  network  serving  the  Mi- 
chiana  region.  This  concept  was  an  underlying  vision  of  the  ISTEA 
of  1991. 

We  are  requesting  your  assistance  through  various  funding 
mechanisms  to  implement  the  following  ideas: 

One,  the  purchase  of  a  new  site  on  the  perimeter  of,  but  not 
within  the  central  business  district  of  South  Bend  for  utilization  as 
a  multimodal  facility.  The  current  transpo  site  is  a  site  that  has 
extremely  attractive  commercial  property  value  and  the  mayor  is 
anticipating  negotiations  with  some  possible  buyers  of  that  proper- 
ty. So  we  are  trjdng  to  be  proactive  with  this  kind  of  plan. 

Second,  a  600-vehicle  park-and-ride  to  be  constructed  adjacent  to 
the  site  would  accommodate  park-and-ride  or  kiss-and-ride  and 
long-term  parking  for  users  of  various  modes  serviced  by  this  facili- 
ty. Locating  a  park-and-ride  building  on  the  periphery  of  the  cur- 
rent centred  business  district  would  serve  to  reduce  automobile  fuel 
consumption  and  hydrocarbon  emissions.  We  also  are  dealing  with 
a  non-  attainment  status  situation  in  Saint  Joseph  County  where 
this  would  be  located.  This  plan  would  greatly  facilitate  and  help 
us  overcome  that  non-attainment  which  we  are  currently  negotiat- 
ing with  the  Federal  Government. 

Third,  converting  two  existing  parking  garages  into  park-and- 
ride  located  in  the  heart  of  the  central  business  district  will  pro- 
vide the  critical  links  and  circulation  system  for  this  area.  This 
system  will  provide  frequent,  easily  accessible  service  to  major  com- 
mercial, cultural,  and  recreational  facilities,  including  the  brand 
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new  College  Football  Hall  of  Fame,  the  convention  center,  hotels, 
and  the  Federal  and  local  government  centers. 

As  a  caveat,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  just  brought  the  Hall  of  Fame  to 
South  Bend  in  competition  with  a  number  of  other  cities.  This 
brand  new  facility,  that  will  be  completed  in  1995,  will  bring  ap- 
proximately 200,000  additional  people  into  our  mid-sized  town.  We 
are  very  proud  of  that.  However,  this  plan  helps  us  incorporate 
those  new  people,  along  with  a  new  ballpark  for  a  single  A  team 
that  we  have  located  downtown  as  well. 

We  would  envision  utilizing  a  unique  and  innovative  zero  emis- 
sion vehicle  in  order  to  facilitate  this  and  are  currently  working  on 
this  concept  as  well. 

Four,  the  site  and  concept  also  provide  the  opportunity  to  replace 
dilapidated  and  unsafe  Amtrak  facilities  currently  in  use.  We  have 
just  gone  through  relocating  our  South  Shore  railroad  line  to  the 
airport.  We  had  a  great  deal  of  success  with  this  commercially  as 
well  and  with  the  added  ridership. 

The  concept  also  envisions  utilization  of  revenues  from  parking 
facilities  to  fund  the  operation  of  the  mass  transportation  system 
and  gives  the  local  transportation  agency  control  over  the  cost  and 
availability  of  private  automobile  parking.  The  concept  would  more 
rightly  be  called  multimodal  rather  than  intermodal.  As  it  seeks  to 
enhance  the  role  of  the  more  economically  and  environmentally  ef- 
ficient modes  of  transportation  and  place  them  in  the  proper  roles 
in  the  community.  Achievement  of  such  a  balance  sets  the  stage  for 
additional  public  benefits  in  terms  of  urban  development — which  I 
mentioned  with  that  property — revitalization  of  decaying  areas, 
which  the  mayor  will  address  more  in  some  questions,  and  en- 
hancement of  the  local  tax  base. 

This  is  a  $24  million  project.  We  are  seeking  an  appropriation  of 
$5,725  million  for  fiscal  year  1994  and  will  follow  up  with  a  request 
for  $14,815  million  for  fiscal  year  1995. 

Again,  Mr.  Chairman  and  Mr.  Wolf,  we  appreciate  your  time. 
This  seems  to  be  a  project  that  not  only  leads  us  into  the  next  cen- 
tury in  terms  of  efficiency  of  resources  and  funds,  but  in  terms  of 
being  innovative  with  the  resources  that  we  currently  have. 

Again,  I  appreciate  your  time  and  attention  to  this  matter  and 
would  be  happy  to  answer  your  questions  and  provide  you  with  fur- 
ther detail. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  the  Hon.  Roemer  follows:] 
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SOUTH  BEMD  PUBLIC  TRANSPORTATION  CORPORATION 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  here  today  to  ask  the  Committee  to  consider 
funding  of  a  project  that  would  bring  public  transportation  in  my 
district  into  the  next  century,  and  could  provide  a  model  system 
for  other  mid-sized  communities  around  the  nation.   This 
testimony  will  briefly  outline  our  proposed  multi-modal  public 
transportation  facility,  and  here  with  me  today  to  answer  any 
c[uestions  you  may  have  is  my  friend  and  colleague  Joseph  Kernan, 
Mayor  of  the  City  of  South  Bend,  Indiana. 

The  South  Bend  Public  Transportation  Corporation,  or  TRANSPO  as 
it  is  known  locally,  is  a  municipally  owned  and  operated  public 
mass  transportation  system  serving  the  cities  of  South  Bend  and 
Mishawaka,  Indiana. 

The  Board  of  Directors  of  the  corporation,  working  in  conjunction 
with  various  city  and  regional  transportation,  planning  and 
development  agencies,  have  created  a  concept  which  addresses  many 
regional  and  national  transportation  concerns,  as  well  as 
environmental,  infrastructure  and  urban  resource  issues.   We  feel 
that  the  leadership  and  assistance  of  Federal,  State  and  local 
governments  combined  with  the  entrepreneurship  and  innovativeness 
of  the  private  sector  will  serve  to  reverse  urban  decay  and 
create  a  truly  integrated  transportation  system.   Such  a  system 
would  be  a  major  force  in  helping  our  area  address  the  major 
quality  of  life  issues  we  face.   We  also  feel  that  the  successful 
com±)ination  of  these  elements  will  provide  an  example  for  other 
medium  size  cities  in  preparing  them  to  meet  the  challenges  of 
the  next  century . 

The  concept  that  we  present  today  proposes  to  comJsine  four  modes 
of  transportation  —  generally  treated  as  separate  and  distinct  - 
-  into  an  effective,  efficient  intermodal,  low  emission 
transportation  network  serving  the  Michiana  region.   This  concept 
was  an  underlying  vision  of  the  Intermodal  Surface  Transportation 
Efficiency  Act  of  1991. 

We  are  requesting  your  assistance,  through  various  funding 
mechanisms,  to  implement  the  following  items: 

1.   The  purchase  of  a  site  on  the  perimeter  of,  but  not  within 
the  central  business  district  of  South  Bend,  for  utilization  as  a 
multimodal  facility.   This,  when  combined  with  other  elements  of 
the  concept,  will  serve  to  reduce  central  business  district 
congestion  as  well  as  the  mileage  and  the  frecpaent  starting  and 
stopping  of  our  current  fleet  of  diesel  powered  vehicles,  thus 
reducing  fuel  consumption  and  hydrocarbon  emissions. 
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The  relocation  of  existing  temporary  facilities  represents  a 
significant  opportunity  to  provide  a  permanent  operational  base 
for  passenger  services  of  the  mass  transportation  system; 
improved  access  to  its  services  for  its  users;  improved  air 
quality  in  the  central  business  district;  safe,  clean  and 
convenient  intermodal  connections  for  residents  and  visitors;  as 
well  as  serving  as  a  stimulus  for  redevelopment  in  a  historic  and 
important  section  of  our  city. 

The  facility  would  provide  a  secure  and  well-lit  environment  for 
users  as  well  as  protection  from  the  sometimes  extreme  weather 
conditions  in  our  area.   This  terminal  facility  would  include 
passenger  waiting  areas,  transportation  system  and  area 
information,  ticket  sales  and  public  rest  rooms. 

Additionally,  the  site  would  accommodate  approximately  1,500 
square  feet  of  retail  space,  which  will  provide  potential  rental 
income  to  offset  the  cost  of  operating  and  maintaining  the 
facility. 

The  projected  facility  would  also  include  a  recharging  station 
for  the  unique  zero-emission  vehicles  included  as  part  of  the 
Circulator  Shuttle  service  feature  of  the  project.   The  proposed 
terminal  would  include  space  for  and  access  to  AMTRAK  or  other 
passenger  rail  providers  with  adjacent  parking  for  patrons  of  the 
various  modes. 

2.  A  600-vehicle  parking  garage  to  be  constructed  adjacent  to 
the  site  would  accommodate  "park  and  ride,"  "kiss  and  ride,"  and 
long-term  parking  for  users  of  the  various  modes  serviced  by  this 
facility.   Locating  the  garage  on  the  periphery  of  the  current 
central  business  district  would  serve  to  reduce  automobile  fuel 
consumption  and  hydrocarbon  emissions. 

The  location  of  this  facility  is  contiguous  to  a  new  and  very 
successful  minor  league  baseball  stadium  and  a  redeveloping  area 
known  as  the  Studebeiker  corridor,  which  until  recently  contained 
the  remnants  of  the  Studebaker  auto  manufacturing  plant. 

After  years  of  standing  vacant,  this  area  is  being  reclaimed  and 
returned  to  the  private  sector.   A  public  investment  in  this  area 
will  be  a  catalyst  to  encourage  the  type  of  private  investment 
that  will  create  additional  jobs  and  tax  revenues  for  this  area 
and  the  Nation. 

3.  Incorporating  these  new  facilities  with  two  existing  parking 
garages  located  in  the  heart  of  the  central  business  district 
will  provide  the  critical  links  in  a  circulation  system  for  the 
area.   This  system  will  provide  frequent,  easily  accessible 
service  to  major  commercial,  cultural  and  recreational  facilities 
including  the  new  College  Football  Hall  of  Fame,  The  Convention 
Center,  hotels.  Symphonic  Hall,  and  The  Federal  and  local 
government  centers. 
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We  would  envision  utilizing  a  unique  and  innovative  zero  emission 
vehicle  in  order  to  facilitate  this.   The  vehicles  and  the  route 
structure  they  traverse  would  provide  residents  and  visitors  with 
reliable,  accessible,  convenient  nobility  in  the  affected 
District. 

The  Circulator  vehicle  proposed  for  this  role  is  to  be  a  medium 
sized,  30  passenger  zero-  or  low-emission  vehicle,  operating  at 
five-minute  intervals  along  a  route  placing  the  majority  of  the 
central  business  district  within  a  one  block  walk. 

As  an  extension  of  the  Circulator  service  we  are  also  planning  on 
the  acquisition  of  two  existing  parking  garages  for  utilization 
as  park  and  ride  facilities,  with  the  street  level  lobbies  to  be 
utilized  as  additional  cover  waiting  areas  for  our  passengers. 

Our  study  of  this  concept  euid  projections  of  revenue  and 
operating  costs  have  led  us  to  conclude  that  revenues  from  the 
existing  garages  and  the  gzurage  to  be  built  would  be  sufficient 
after  five  years  to  pay  for  the  operation  and  maintenance  of  the 
facilities  and  generate  enough  excess  revenue  to  operate  the 
Circulator  service. 

This  intermodal  facility  concept  would  create  the  opportunity  to 
combine  the  transportation  facilities  and  services  operated  by 
the  public  and  private  sectors  into  a  convenient,  easily 
accessible  central  location.   It  would  decrease  the  dependency  on 
the  low  efficiency  private  auto  as  a  primary  transportation  mode. 

The  site  and  concept  also  provides  the  opportunity  to  replace 
dilapidated  and  unsafe  AMTRAK  facilities  currently  in  use. 

The  concept  also  envisions  utilization  of  revenues  from  parking 
facilities  to  fund  the  operation  of  the  mass  transportation 
system  and  gives  the  local  tramsportation  agency  control  over  the 
cost  and  availability  of  private  automobile  parking.   This  would 
enable  local  responsible  officials  to  control  and  direct  the 
development  of  the  urbanized  aorea  to  ensure  the  most  efficient 
and  effective  use  of  land  as  well  as  protect  and  enhance  the  area 
environment. 

The  concept  would  more  rightly  be  called  multi-modal  rather  than 
intermodal,  as  it  seeks  to  enhance  the  role  of  the  more 
economically,  environmentally  efficient  modes  of  transportation 
and  place  them  in  their  proper  roles  in  the  community. 

Achievement  of  such  a  balance  sets  the  stage  for  additional 
public  benefits  in  terms  of  iirban  development,  revitalization  of 
decaying  areas  and  enhancement  of  the  local  tax  base. 

The  concept  means  jobs  for  the  citizens  of  the  Michiana  area  not 
only  in  the  construction  of  the  necessary  facilities,  but  in  the 
operation  and  mainteneuice  of  these  facilities  and  in  the 
commercial  and  service  sectors  necessary  to  support  them. 
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The  approach  we  are  using  is  comprehensive,  combining  local. 
State  and  Federal  resources  to  dramatically  reconceptualize  an 
urban  mass  transportation  system  by  taking  advantage  of  the 
impact  of  a  single  site  multi-modal  service. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  asking  for  a  $24,000,000  appropriation  for 
this  important  addition  to  our  nation's  transportation 
infrastructure.   This  project  combines  modern  thinking  with 
future  needs  and  environmental  soundness. 

I  would  like  to  thank  you  and  the  Members  of  the  Committee  for 
your  time  and  indulgence  today,  and  your  serious  consideration  of 
this  request. 
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EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 

In  the  past  two  years,  transportation  legislation  has  been  signed  which  will 
significantly  impact  how  people  and  goods  will  move  across  this  country.  The 
Intermodal  Surface  Transportation  Efficiency  Act  of  1991  and  the  Clean  Air  Act 
Amendments  of  1990  combine  funding  and  regulation  to  encourage  expansion, 
replacement,  and  alternatives  to  our  transportation  systems.  Funds  have  also  been 
set  aside  to  develop  new  technologies  such  as  intelligent  vehicle  highway  systems 
and  prototype  magnetic  levitation  systems.  TTie  goal  is  to  push  national 
transportation  into  the  21st  Century  with  environmentally  sensitive  solutions  that 
also  retlect  stewardship  of  natural  resources. 

Transpo  and  the  City  of  South  Bend  are  making  preparations  to  relocate  the 
Transfer  Center  from  central  downtown  to  a  new  site.  The  goal  of  these  planning 
efforts  is  to  recognize  the  tremendous  opportunity  this  provides  for  improvement 
and  further  development  of  our  local  transportation  system.  Additionally,  we  can 
provide  strategies  to  improve  current  air  quality  (South  Bend/Mishawaka  is 
currently  in  the  "marginal  air  attainment"  category  as  idenlitled  by  ilie  EPA)  and 
provide  a  denioiisiiatioM  model  for  alternative  fuels  for  other  communities. 

A  possible  solution  is  to  combine  four  modes  of  transportation  generally  treated 
as  separate  and  distinct  into  an  intermodal,  energy  efficient,  low  emission 
transportation  network. 

1.  A  new  transfer  site  on  the  perimeter  of.  but  not  within  the  downtown.  This  will 
reduce  the  downtown  mileage  and  starting  and  stopping  of  diesel  buses,  thereby 
reducing  both  fuel  consumption  and  hydrocarbon  emissions. 

2.  Combining  this  site  with  an  adjacent  new  parking  garage.  Locating  the  garage 
on  the  periphery  of  downtown  reduces  auto  fuel  consumption  and  hydrocarbon 
emissions. 
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3.  Tie  the  new  site  and  new  parking  garage  to  two  existing  parlcing  garages,  to  the 
center  of  the  city,  the  convention  center  and  hotel,  sytnphonic  hall,  new  college 
football  hall  of  fame,  the  county-city  government  center,  and  the  baseball 
stadium  together  with  a  "0"  emission  "Downtown  Circulator"  that  is 
convenient,  friendly,  and  dependable 

4.  Utilize  the  new  transfer  site  for  an  intermodal  connector.  A  new  station  will  be 
provided  for  Amcrak.  Provisions  will  be  made  in  the  bus  transfer  center  for  taxi, 
regional  bus  carriers,  and  other  related  transportation. 

We  have  tied  together  the  auto  and  parking  garages,  the  metropolitan  bus  system, 
a  downtown  people  circulator,  and  the  area  train  service  into  an  efficient 
transportation  system.  It  will  reduce  both  urban  auto  and  bus  miles,  thereby 
reducing  fuel  consumption  and  hydrocarbon  emissions.  It  provided  a 
demonstration  "0"'  emission  urban  circulator  providing  a  research  model  for  other 
communities.  The  system  provides  for  a  service  of  ongoing  operating  revenue  for 
the  circulator  through  the  parking  garage  income. 

Finally,  the  system  would  more  appropriately  be  called  multi-modal  than 
intermodal.  We  are  also  recommending  an  additional  study  be  done  to  prepare 
the  system  for  transportation  in  the  21st  Century.  The  long  term  goal  to 
encourage  alternate  downtown  circulation  with  mass  transit  can  be  achieved. 

We  need  to  provide  a  comprehensive  approach  to  combining  all  local,  state,  and 
federal  resources  to  dramatically  reconceptualize  an  urban  mas  transportation 
system  by  taking  advantage  of  the  synergistic  impact  of  single  site  multi-modal 
service. 
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MASTER  COST  SUMMARY 


The  following  is  an  opinion  of  probable  costs  for  proposed  changes  to  the  existing 
transponation  system  and  future  studies.  These  estimates  are  based  on  1993  cost 
data. 


Transfer  Site  Relocation:  $  1,755,120 

Downtown  Circulator:  $  14,016,000 

Intermodal  Transportation  Network:  $  6,705,300 

Future  Transportation  Study:  $  250,000 

Contingencies:  $  1,000,000 


TOTAL:  $24,000,000 
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SUMMARY  -  TRANSFER  SITE  RELOCATION 

The  relocation  of  the  Transpo  Transfer  Site  represents  a  significant  oppoinunity  for 
Transpo  to  provide:  a  permanent  home  for  transfer  services,  improved  service  to 
passengers,  improved  air  quahty  in  the  Central  Business  District,  and  potential 
for  inteimodal  connections.  Creation  of  this  central  hub  for  urban  transportation 
facilitates  a  new  beginning  for  Transpo  and  the  transportation  system  in  South 
Bend. 

Site  options  were  researched  and  analyzed  using  the  existing  transfer  site  as  a  model 
of  basic  needs.  Extensive  qualifying  criteria  were  developed  to  test  the  potential  of 
each  site.  Additionally,  preliminary  design  sketches  were  created  for  the  most 
viable  sites  to  uncover  any  limitations  imposed  by  boundary  size,  shape  or 
orientation  to  street  frontage. 

Site  C  was  determined  to  be  the  best  alternative  and  exceeded  the  majority  of  the 
criteria  established.  Combining  Site  B  us  an  area  fro  parking  adds  the  needed 
component  for  an  intermodnl  center. 

The  Transfer  Center  will  include: 

•  a  safe,  secure,  convenient,  well  lit  environment  for  riders 

•  provisions  for  continuous  weather-protected  bus  transfer  stops 

•  shon  term  parking 

•  a  heated  facility  with  toilets,  lounge,  office  and  ticket  sales 

•  approximately  1500  stjuiu^  feet  of  retail  space 

Additionally  Site  C  will  accommodate: 

•  a  downtown  circulator  .system  with  recharging  station 

•  intermodal  station  for  rail  traffic 

•  additional  facility  development 

•  intermodal  station  on  second  level 

•  an  adjacent  parking  garage  for  6(X)+  cars. 
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The  development  of  Sites  B  and  C  can  provide  the  intermodal  network  envisioned 
for  South  Bend  for  the  safe,  convenient,  and  efficient  transpon  of  riders  to  their 
destination. 
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Opinion  of  Probable  Costs 

TRANSFER  SITE  RELOCATION 


Purchase  propeny  -  two  parcels  ^: 

$ 

600,000 

Clearing  and  demolition: 

$ 

40,000 

Site  improvements  (surface  parking,  lighting,  etc.): 

$ 

325,000 

Construct  transfer  facility  (3500  sq.  ft.  @  $80/sq.  ft.): 

$ 

280,000 

Landscape  and  shelters: 

$ 

175,000 

Miscellaneous  Costs: 

$ 

42,600 

Contingencies,  fees,  and  other  costs  @  20%: 

$ 

292,520 

TOTAL:  "^17755,120 

1.  ParcelsB&C 

2 .  Remainder  of  costs  are  from  site  C  development  costs. 
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II.  2  MAP  OF  CENTRAL  BUSINESS  DISTRICT  WITH 
PERCEIVED  GATEWAYS 


Southbound  -  Me;norial  Hospital  on  North  Michigan. 

Eastbound  -     intersection  of  LaSalle,  Lincolnway,  and  Lafayette  Streets. 

Westbound  -    LaSalle  Avenue  bridge. 

Eastbound  -     intersection  of  Western  Avenue  and  Lafayette  Street. 

Westbound  -    intersection  of  Monroie  Street  and  Columbia  Street. 

Northbound  -  railroad  viaduct  over  Michigan  Street. 
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SITE  DEVELOPMENT  PLAN 
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SUMMARY  -  DOWNTOWN  CIRCULATOR 


Sites  being  considered  for  the  urban  intermodal  transportation  facility  are  located 
near  the  periphery  of  the  Central  Business  District.  Relocation  to  these  sites 
precipitates  the  need  to  develop  a  shuttle  to  provide  the  downtown  ridership  with  a 
fast  and  simple  connection  from  the  new  site. 

The  circulator  vehicle  would  be  a  medium  sized,  30-passenger  +/-,  "0"  or  low 
emission  bus.  Four  buses  would  travel  a  one-mile  route  around  the  Central 
Business  District  at  five  minute  intervals  with  an  approximate  speed  of  10  miles  per 
hour.  To  increase  visibility,  circulator  buses  should  be  a  high  contrast  color  to  be 
identifiable  two  blocks  uway. 


As  an  extension  of  the  circulator  service,  two  existing  parking  garages  would  be 
acquired  to  provide  interior  waiting  areas  for  shuttle  users.  A  third  parking  garage 
is  proposed  to  be  constructed  near  the  new  transfer  site  providing  free  and 
convenient  service  to  all  points  of  interest.  The  shuttle  would  serve  all  of  the 
following: 

•  Marriott  Hotel 

•  Century  Center 

•  New  College  Football  Hall  of  Fame 

•  County  Coun  House 

•  County  City  Government  Center 

•  Federal  Court  House 

•  Retail  District 

•  Studebaker  Museum 

•  Morris  Civic  Auditorium 

•  Coveleski  Stadium 

Special  service  routes  could  aLso  be  considered  such  as: 

•  Restaurant  route 
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•  Coveleski  Stadium 

•  East  bank  office  park 

•  Hospital  route 

Environmental  conditions  in  our  city  have  resulted  in  a  designation  by  the  EPA  of 
"marginal  clean  air  attainment".  Compliance  with  the  Federal  Clean  Air  Regulations 
increase  the  need  to  implement  programs  that  address  South  Bend's  air  quality. 
The  "Downtown  Circulator"  is  proposed  to  utilize  "0"  or  low  emission  vehicles. 
"0"  emission  vehicles  or  the  electric  buses  would  provide  all  of  the  service  from  the 
Intermoda!  Transportation  Center  to  the  downtown.  Electric  buses  can  travel  up  to 
an  eight  hour  circuit  and  consume  the  energy  equivalent  of  four  gallons  of  gasoline. 
Implementation  using  electric  vehicles  in  South  Bend  will  represent  the  only  harsh 
weather  electric  demonstration  model  in  the  U.S..  Additional  fleet  transformation 
might  be  implemented  based  on  data  compiled  through  this  study.  A  recharging 
station  is  proposed  on  site  to  reduce  vehicle  transfer  time  for  recharging  and 
maintenance. 

The  three  parking  garages  provide  a  source  of  operating  revenue  to  subsidize  the 
costs  of  the  circulator  service. 
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Opinion  of  Probable  Capital  Costs 

DOWNTOWN  CIRCULATOR 


$ 

4,500,000 

s 

5,000.000 

$ 

1,500.000 

$ 

150,000 

$ 

530.000 

$ 

2.336,000 

$  14,016,000 

Parking  garages  (existing): 

New  paridng  facility  (600  car  capacity): 

Implement  shuttle  service: 

Recharging  station: 

Four-year  operating  subsidy 

Contingencies,  fees,  and  other  costs  @  20%: 

TOTAL: 


Projected  Operating  Income  of  Parking  Garages  by  year 

Year     1  $  59,419 

2  80,000 

3  120,000 

4  190,000 

5  290.000 
Total  739,419 

Projected  Operating  Costs  of  Downtown  Circulator  Service  by 
Year 

Year      1  $200,000 

2  230,000 

3  260,0(X) 

4  29(),(XK) 

5  290.000 
Total  1,270,000 
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III.  8  SUGGESTED  ROUTE  OF  "DOWNTOWN  CIRCULATOR" 
WITH  PARKING  STRUCTURES 


TVanspo  traasfer  site  localioa 

Traaspo  owned  aad  operated  parking  structures 

Other  parking  structures 

Proposed  'downtown  circulator'  route 
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SUMMARY  -  INTERMODAL  TRANSPORTATION  NETWORK 

Perhaps  no  other  segment  of  this  study  represents  the  opportunity  to  institute  such 
positive  change  in  transportation  and  service  in  our  community.  Bus  and  rail 
travel  have  traditionally  served  those  in  the  urban  neighborhoods.  The  potential 
relocation  of  Transpo's  services  will  place  this  service  in  the  heart  of  the  area  of 
highest  demand. ..the  city's  center. 

An  Iniermodal  Transportation  Network  is  quite  simply  the  successful  interrelation 
of  a  city's  various  modes  of  transportation  to  get  people  where  they  want  to  go  in 
the  shortest  time.  Co-utilization  of  facilities  is  one  proposal  for  the  Transpo  and 
Amtrak  rail  services. 

Amtrak's  current  facility  is  located  between  the  Central  Business  District  and  the 
airport.  Service  to  and  from  the  rail  station  is  inconsistent  and  passengers  at  the 
new  facility  will  enjoy  the  convenience  of  multiple  transportation  options.  In 
addition,  the  support  services  at  the  new  site  are: 


New  rail  station  and  platform 

Highly  visible  access  point 

Bus  service,  taxi  service.  United  Limo  service 

Service  to  the  downtown  at  5  minute  intervals  with  the  circulator 

Control  and  security  from  a  second  level  station 

Utiliz;ition  of  Transpo  lower  level  for  waiting  passengers 

Potential  concession  and  rental  car 

Handicap  accessibility  at  the  new  facility  with  direct  access  to  Transpo 

Access  vans 

The  potential  for  customer  service  to  improve,  expand  and  grow  gives  this 
community  the  catalyst  for  change. 
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Opinion  of  Probable  Costs 
INTERMODAL  TRANSPORTATION  NETWORK 
Amtrak  relocation  feasibility  study  $  75,000 

Amtrak  station  relocation  and  track  extension  $       1 ,850,000 

Biidge  expansions       '  $       3,500,000 

Miscellaneous  $         162,000 

Contingencies  and  other  costs  at  20%  S       1.117.550 

TOTAL  $      6,705,3(H» 
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SUMMARY  -  FUTURE  TRANSPORTATION 

Future  transponation  seeks  solutions  to  an  ever-growing  problem  of  congestion 
and  delay  in  our  transportation  networks.  Distributing  people  with  efficient, 
convenient,  and  effective  transportation  is  crucial.  Development  of  Nonhem 
Indiana  is  a  direct  result  of  its  geographic  adjacencies  to  transit  waterways  and  by 
being  at  the  midpoint  of  a  constant  East- West  travel  corridor.  It  has  become  a 
regional  center  on  the  connection  lines  from  Chicago  to  Detroit,  New  York,  and 
Washington  D.C.  Today  we  need  to  develop  our  transportation  system  as  a  node 
of  a  larger  network.  South  Bend  has  the  potential  to  implement  a  comprehensive 
plan  demonstrating  a  strategic  commitment  as  a  regional  transponation  hub. 

The  initial  ponions  of  this  study  address  the  transponation  system  downtown.  It 
then  ties  downtown  into  the  area  Transpo  system  and  links  this  system  with 
current  rail  technology.  What  finally  needs  to  be  done  is  to  start  the  planning  to 
tie  this  intermodal  network  into  the  next  generation  of  transportation  systems. 
Emerging  technologies  need  to  be  assessed  and  options  identified.  These  can  then 
be  factored  into  the  current  planning  so  that  today's  decisions  do  not  limit 
tomorrow's  options. 


Opinion  of  Probable  Costs 

Future  Transportation  Study:  S     2.50.000 

TOTAL  $     250,000 
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REGIONAL  CONTEXT 

The  City  of  South  Bend,  Indiana,  with  a  population  of  108,000  is  located  in  North 
Central  Indiana,  just  south  of  the  Michigan  state  line.   The  South  Bend  area  is  approx- 
imately 96  miles  from  Chicago,  Illinois,  1  50  miles  north  of  Indianapolis,  Indiana 
and  190  miles  west  of  Detroit,  Michigan.    As  can  be  seen  on  the  accompanying 
map,  South  Bend  has  a  central  location  in  the  Midwest. 

Transportation  to  and  from  the  South  Bend  area  is  provided  by  Interstate  Highway 
80/90,  which  is  an  East/West  Toll  Road  through  Indiana,  connecting  Chicago  with 
Toledo  and  Cleveland,  Ohio.    North/South  interstate  highway  systems  feature  1-65, 
lying  west  of  South  Bend  and  1-69,  east  of  South  Bend  and  1-94,  which  runs  north- 
northeast  between  Chicago  and  Detroit.    There  are  approximately  50  truck  lines 
providing  overnight  service  to  cities  within  a  400  mile  radius. 

In  addition  to  highway  transportation,  the  area  also  is  served  by  the  Michiana  Region- 
al Airport,  providing  both  scheduled  airline  service  and  charter  flights  on  a  seven 
day  a  week  basis.   The  Michiana  Regional  Airport  has  recently  been  expanded  and 
also  houses  an  intercity  bus  terminal. 
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Mr.  Carr.  What  has  Amtrak  said  about  this? 

Mr.  RoEMER.  We  are  in  the  process  of  meeting  with  Amtrak  to 
get  their  support  and  approval  for  this  and  cooperation.  I  can't 
imagine,  given  that  the  success  for  what  has  just  happened  in 
South  Bend  with  the  South  Shore  that  they  will  not  be  enthusiastic 
and  very  supportive  of  this.  They  will  be  on  the  second  tier  of  this 
facility  in  downtown  South  Bend.  They  have  been  in  contact.  They 
will  be  meeting  with  us  later  this  afternoon  as  well,  Mr.  Chairman. 
They  will  be  on  the  second  tier  of  this  facility.  It  will  be  in  a  much 
more  attractive  area  than  where  their  current  station  is.  There  are 
constant  complaints  now  about  the  location  of  the  current  Amtrak 
facility. 

I  think  this  would  enhance  the  safety  of  those  riders,  the  attrac- 
tiveness of  being  able  to  get  rides  from  the  Amtrak  station  with 
this  intermodal  system  connecting  downtown  South  Bend  with  the 
Hall  of  Fame,  with  the  convention  center,  with  the  motels  and 
hotels — we  cannot  imagine  that  they  will  not  be  very  receptive  to 
this.  We  are  currently  working  with  them  on  that. 

Mr.  Carr.  Mayor,  do  you  have  anything  to  add? 

Mr.  Kernan.  As  the  Congressman  mentioned,  Mr.  Chairman,  we 
have  just  moved  our  South  Shore  South  Bend  railroad  from  the  fa- 
cility that  they  shared  with  Amtrak  out  to  the  airport.  They  have 
experienced  about  a  75  percent  increase  in  ridership.  One  of  the 
main  reasons  is  because  of  the  move  from  a  facility  that  is  isolated 
and  very  difficult  and  perceived  to  be  unsafe.  By  bringing  them 
back  into  the  downtown  area,  we  think  Amtrak  will  see  significant 
benefits  as  well. 

Mr.  Carr.  So  where  is  Amtrak  today?  Where  are  they  located 
downtown? 

Mr.  Kernan.  They  are  located  to  the  west  of  downtown  about  27 
blocks.  They  are  a  good  3  miles  to  the  west  of  downtown  at  a 
rather  isolated  facility.  But  again,  it  was  shared  with  the  South 
Shore  railroad.  Now  it  is  both  inefficient  for  Amtrak  as  well  as  an 
unattractive  place  for  them.  They  have  expressed  interest  in  the 
past  at  trying  to  relocate. 

Mr.  Carr.  But  this  little  chart  here,  which  may  be  duplicated  in 
my  book  somewhere,  says  that  Amtrak  would  pick  up  master  plan 
feasibility  study  of  $125,000.  That  is  Amtrak  funding.  But  you  don't 
know  that  they  are  willing  to  contribute  that. 

Mr.  Roemer.  We  don't  know  that  they  are  willing  to  contribute 
the  $125,000  that  we  are  requesting  this  committee  to  put  up  in  the 
fiscal  year  1994  request.  We  do  know  that  Amtrak  has  shown  a 
great  deal  of  interest  in  moving  from  the  current  site.  We  are  hope- 
ful to  be  able  to  work  with  them.  And  we  think  they  will  be  very 
enthusiastic  about  this  particular  proposal,  not  only  in  terms  of  the 
safety  of  the  riders,  but  enhancing  the  commercial  aspect  of  more 
riders  for  them  and  touching  those  riders  directly  to  the  downtown 
network  with  this  new  Hall  of  Fame  that  will  be  coming  into  South 
Bend  and  with  the  ballpark  and  everything  else  that  is  connected 
on  this  circulation  system  with  the  bus  system  that  we  would  have. 

Mr.  Carr.  What  is  the  population  of  South  Bend? 

Mr.  Roemer.  South  Bend  is  about  105,000  people.  Mishawaka, 
which  is  directly  connected  to  South  Bend,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  about 
43,000  people.  The  metropolitan  area  that  we  serve.  Saint  Joseph 
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County,  is  about  250,000.  We  also  serve — which  we  refer  to  proudly 
in  Indiana  as  the  Michiana  area  with  Indiana  and  Michigan  where 
we  reach  up  above  Saint  Joseph  County  into  Michigan  and  attract 
the  great  residents  of  Michigan  for  a  host  of  different  activities  as 

well. 

Mr.  Kernan.  That  area,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  we  refer  to  as  our 
marketplace  is  about  1  million  people. 

Mr.  Carr.  What  is  the  work  population  of  the  downtown  area 

itself? 

Mr.  Kernan.  We  have  about  15,000  people  that  work  in  and 
around  downtown  every  day. 

Mr.  Carr.  Is  the  State  going  to  participate  in  this? 

Mr.  Kernan.  We  have  had  some  preliminary  discussions  with 
the  State.  They  are  very  interested  and  very  supportive.  There  is  a 
match  to  this  called  for  of  about  $3.5  million.  That  would  come 
from  either  all  local  funds  or  a  combination  of  State  and  local 
funds. 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Wolf. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Is  this  an  authorized  project? 

Mr.  RoEMER.  We  are  working  on  the  authorization  part  of  that. 

Mr.  Wolf.  So  it  is  not  authorized  yet. 

The  total  Federal  money  would  be  at  the  end  $24  million? 

Mr.  RoEMER.  Approximately  about  $20  million,  Frank.  We  think 
that  there  is  going  to  be  roughly  about  $3.5  million  local  contribu- 
tion. 

Mr.  Wolf.  So  the  match  is  roughly  right  at  the  80/20  match? 
Would  there  be  any  chance  of  making  the  match  higher? 

Mr.  Kernan.  I  think  that  would  in  large  part  depend  on  what 
the  State's  ability  may  be,  Mr.  Wolf.  From  a  local  standpoint,  we 
have  looked  at  the  resources  that  we  have,  both  from  operating  bal- 
ances as  well  as  looking  at  a  potential  bond  issue  in  order  to  fi- 
nance the  local  match. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Has  there  been  a  bond  issue  or  any  referendum  or 
any  support  shown?  I  am  sure  that  the  fact  that  you  are  here  as 
Mayor  means  that  there  is  a  lot  of  support,  but  has  there  been  an 
actual  referendum  or  something  whereby  people  can  come  out  to 
demonstrate  their  support? 

Mr.  Kernan.  In  Indiana,  as  part  of  this  kind  of  a  bond  process, 
there  is  no  such  referendum.  However,  since  the  project  has  been 
announced,  there  has  been  a  great  deal  of  public  support  and  edito- 
rial support  from  our  local  newspaper. 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  was  thinking  more  or  less  of  where  people  are  put- 
ting dollars,  where  they  have  to  show  that  they  are  really  commit- 
ted to  it  from  a  revenue  point  of  view  and  not  just  that  they  want 
it  built.  There  isn't  any  mechanism  for  that? 

Mr.  Kernan.  No,  sir,  there  is  not. 

Mr.  Wolf.  What  is  the  projected  visitation  from  the  Hall  of 
Fame? 

Mr.  Roemer.  Projected  right  away  would  be  about  between 
185,000  and  200,000  people  per  year.  That  is  a  huge  amount  of 
people,  but  we  are  very  proud  to  bring  people  in  from  all  over  the 
United  States  for  this  new  facility.  That  is  something  that  we  need 
help  in  terms  of  integrating  and  incorporating.  We  are  trying  to  be 
proactive  with  this  plan,  not  to  cause  increased  environmental 
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problems,  not  to  cause  increased  congestion  problems  for  the  people 
who  live  and  reside  in  the  area,  and  to  meet  our  non-attainment 
problem  that  we  are  currently  in  negotiation  with  EPA  officials  as 
well. 

I  think  this  just  integrates  well  with  all  those  other  concepts. 
Frankly,  we  also  have  a  Studebaker  museum  downtown.  We  have 
an  exhibit  there  with  dinosaurs  for  the  kids  in  the  community  of 
the  roughly  250,000  people  in  Saint  Joseph  County  that  brings  in 
about  110,000  to  120,000  people  just  for  that  exhibit  during  a  few 
month  period  of  time. 

We  have  this  ballpark,  as  I  mentioned,  on  this  line  if  we  get  the 
Federal  funding  for  this  as  well,  too. 

We  have  everything  right  downtown  in  this  small  area  and  this 
project  would  greatly  enhance  the  three  or  four  resources  I  men- 
tioned. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Tim,  are  you  seeking  funds  from  any  other  appropria- 
tions subcommittee? 

Mr.  RoEMER.  On  this  particular  project? 

Mr.  Wolf.  Yes. 

Mr.  RoEMER.  Right  now,  Frank,  we  are  just  coming  to  you  for 
this  particular  request.  If  you  have  some  ideas  for  me  to  go  before 
any  other  appropriations  subcommittee,  I  will  certainly  do  that. 

Mr.  Wolf.  My  last  question. 

When  you  say  the  downtown  circulator,  what  does  that  mean? 
What  are  you  talking  about? 

Mr.  RoEMER.  The  downtown  circulator  would  connect  the  park- 
and-ride  facilities  with  a  transportation  system,  an  electric  bus  that 
does  not  emit  pollution — again,  so  we  help  on  this  non-attainment 
status — that  makes  a  loop  through  the  downtown  area  connecting 
not  only  parking  facilities  for  people  that  work  downtown  where 
we  are  currently  experiencing  problems  with  overcrowded  parking 
garages  now,  but  also  will  help  us  integrate  these  200,000  people 
that  will  be  coming  in  for  the  Hall  of  Fame  and  for  the  other  muse- 
ums as  well. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Would  there  be  a  fee  for  that  circulator? 

Mr.  RoEMER.  No,  there  will  not  be  a  fee  for  the  circulator,  but 
there  will  be  a  fee  for  the  parking. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Would  the  other  parking  lots  participate  in  that? 
Would  there  be  any  sort  of  taxing  district  mechanism  whereby  the 
businesses  along  that  help?  How  would  you  work  that? 

If  they  parked  at  an  existing  parking  lot,  they  would  be  able  to 
get  on  the  circulator.  Would  that  parking  lot  be  participating? 

Mr.  Kernan.  Yes,  it  would.  The  two  existing  facilities — we  are 
looking  at  having  TRANSPO  acquire.  These  would  combine  with 
the  third  facility  that  is  proposed  to  be  built.  Charges  would  be 
levied  for  people  to  park  there.  Those  dollars  would  be  used  not 
only  to  support  the  operations  of  those  three  facilities,  but  also  to 
pay  for  the  cost  of  the  circulator. 

Mr.  Wolf.  And  no  operating  subsidy? 

Mr.  Kernan.  There  is  an  operating  subsidy  that  is  part  of  this 
request  for  the  first  5  years  of  the  project.  After  that,  there  is  no 
operating  subsidy. 

Mr.  Wolf.  How  much  is  the  operating  subsidy? 

Mr.  Kernan.  That  is  $530,000  over  the  course  of  5  years. 
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Mr.  Wolf.  Thank  you. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  RoEMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  in  conclusion,  this  system  that  Mr. 
Wolf  has  pointed  out  and  asked  some  questions  about — it  not  only 
connects  what  we  refer  to  as  the  Hall  of  Fame  and  the  museum 
and  so  forth,  but  also  the  convention  center,  which  hosts  about 
300,000  delegates  a  year  for  different  conventions  that  the  city  of 
South  Bend  hosts  from  plate  collectors  to  stamp  collectors  to  the 
host  of  different  people  coming  in  from  across  the  United  States. 
We  also  have  a  great  deal  of  traffic  in  downtown  that  we  are  very 
supportive  of  and  enthusiastic  about  for  Notre  Dame  home  games 
that  this  would  be  very  beneficial  to  as  well. 

Mr.  Carr.  Congressman  Roemer,  it  appears  that  about  one-third 
of  the  whole  project  is  for  parking.  Is  that  right? 

Mr.  Roemer.  I  believe  that  is  correct,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Carr.  Actually,  39.5  percent. 

How  is  it  anticipated  that  that  would  be  operated? 

Mr.  Kernan.  It  would  be  operated  by  TRANSPO.  They  would  ac- 
tually manage  the  garages.  As  to  whether  they  would  use  a  privat- 
ization for  the  management  of  the  garages  or  would  do  it  them- 
selves, I  think  they  are  looking  at — the  city  currently  operates  two 
of  those  garages  and  we  are  in  the  process  of  making  that  decision 
right  now  £is  well. 

Mr.  Carr.  What  kind  of  parking  fees  would  be  collected? 

Mr.  Kernan.  We  average  about  $2  a  day  in  the  downtown  area, 
about  $40  per  month  to  park  in  South  Bend.  In  addition,  there 
would  be  step  fees  for  different  amounts  of  time  that  people  would 
be  there  as  well  as  for  special  events.  We  typically  will  charge  a 
flat  rate  for  those  kinds  of  activities,  whether  it  is  a  ball  game  or 
activities  at  the  convention  center. 

Mr.  Carr.  Where  would  that  revenue  go? 

Mr.  Kernan.  That  revenue  would  be  used  to  pay  for  the  operat- 
ing costs  of  the  garages  as  well  as  the  operating  costs  of  the  down- 
town circulator. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  take  it  that  you  have  already  selected  site  C.  Is  that 
what  I  get  from  this? 

Mr.  Roemer.  That  is  correct,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Carr.  Then  that  decision  has  been  made? 

Mr.  Roemer.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Kernan.  If  you  look  at  the  bottom  of  the  page  on  site  C,  you 
will  see  the  Amtrak  line  that  is  immediately  adjacent  to  the  site. 
That  land  is  available  and  is  outside  what  we  would  consider  the 
central  business  district,  but  nonetheless  very  convenient  both  to 
downtown  as  well  as  some  of  the  other  things  that  the  Congress- 
man mentioned,  including  the  ballpark  just  to  the  west. 

Mr.  Carr.  Do  you  own  that  property  right  now? 

Mr.  Kernan.  No,  sir,  we  don't.  A  part  of  the  costs  for  acquisition 
are  built  into  the  project  costs. 

Mr.  Carr.  What  is  currently  on  that  parcel  of  property? 

Mr.  Kernan.  One  of  the  parcels  is  currently  a  parking  lot,  and 
the  other  has  some  older  buildings  that  were  associated  with  an 
automobile  dealership.  The  cost  of  demolition,  which  again  is  built 
in,  is  only  $40,000.  The  site  is  largely  vacant,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Carr.  And  the  downtown  circulator  is  what?  Is  it  a  bus? 
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Mr.  Kernan.  It  would  be  a  series  of  30-passenger  electric  buses 
that  would  operate  on  a  5-minute  schedule  through  the  entire 
downtown  area. 

Mr.  Carr.  And  there  would  be  no  fare  box? 

Mr.  Kernan.  No,  sir,  not  as  proposed. 

Mr.  Carr.  Have  you  looked  at  what  Orlando  is  doing  with  re- 
spect to  including  day  care  in  the  parking  facility? 

Mr.  Kernan.  No,  sir. 

Mr.  Carr.  It  is  nothing  that  this  committee  can  effect,  but  Orlan- 
do has  a  rather  intriguing  idea.  Their  proposals  are  much  similar 
to  yours,  a  parking  facility  with  a  downtown  circulator,  but  they 
have  also  included  space  in  the  parking  facility  for  a  contracted-out 
day  care  center  so  that  people  can  drive,  park,  drop  their  kids  off, 
and  circulate  to  work.  It  is  an  interesting  concept. 

Mr.  RoEMER.  If  we  included  that  in,  Mr.  Chairman,  would  we  get 
more  reception  from  the  committee?  [Laughter.] 

Mr.  Carr.  Well,  I  raise  it  only  because  I  think  it  is  an  intriguing 
idea.  It  integrates  a  lot  of  human  need.  A  lot  of  people  have  to  deal 
with  child  care  and  getting  to  work  and  parking.  They  rather  inno- 
vatively  put  it  all  together.  And  they  operate  a  free  system  that 
circulates  through  downtown  Orlando. 

Mr.  RoEMER.  If  we  could,  Mr.  Chairman,  make  a  contact  with 
you  or  your  staff  to  find  out  more  about  Orlando's  facilities 

Mr.  Carr.  The  mayor  of  Orlando  was  here  the  other  day.  I  am 
sure  that  mayor  to  mayor  she  would  be  glad  to  talk  to  you  about  it. 

Mr.  Kernan.  We  have  about  1,500  square  feet  of  space  within 
the  park-and-ride  facility.  That  certainly  is  something  that  we 
could  consider. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you  very  much  for  being  here.  I  appreciate 
your  giving  us  the  documentation  that  you  have.  It  is  great  for  our 
reference.  All  too  often  we  have  people  who  are  making  requests  of 
us  and  the  documentation  we  have  is  pretty  skimpy. 

Mr.  RoEMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  would  do  more  than  that  and 
invite  you  back  to  South  Bend  to  take  a  personal  look  at  this,  as 
well. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you  very  much. 


Thursday,  April  1,  1993. 

WITNESS 

HON.   JIM    SLATTERY,   A    REPRESENTATIVE    IN    CONGRESS    FROM   THE 
STATE  OF  KANSAS 

Mr.  Carr.  Our  next  witness  is  a  friend  of  mine.  We  are  glad  to 
have  you  here  to  testify  before  us.  Congressman  Slattery,  we  will 
include  your  statement  in  the  record. 

Mr.  Slattery.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman  and  Mr. 
Wolf.  I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  visit  with  you  today  about  a 
project  in  Kansas. 

To  make  a  long  story  short,  I  don't  know  how  much  section  3  dis- 
cretionary grant  program  money  we're  going  to  have,  and  I  don't 
know  whether  this  committee  knows  for  sure  how  much  you're 
going  to  have  to  actually  appropriate  in  this  area,  but  it  is  my  un- 
derstanding that  the  Federal  Transit  Administration  used  to  award 
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section  3  grants  on  a  discretionary  basis  to  transit  operators  and 
State  transportation  agencies,  but  in  recent  years  Congress  has  ear- 
marked these  funds  for  specific  line  items  in  the  annual  appropria- 
tions bills.  I  am  here  today  to  request  that  if  that  is  in  fact  the  pro- 
cedure used  again  this  year  that  the  two  Kansas  projects  that  I  am 
here  requesting  would  certainly  be  considered  as  part  of  that  effort. 

The  Topeka  Metropolitan  Transit  Authority  is  requesting  $10.75 
million  for  the  purchases  of  30  new  buses,  and  in  addition  to  that 
some  $750,000  for  modifications  to  a  maintenance  garage  and  $2.5 
million  would  go  to  construct  the  downtown  off-street  covered 
transfer  facility.  That  would  all  be  included  in  the  $10.75  million. 
The  State  of  Kansas  is  requesting  under  section  3  also  $2  million  to 
purchase  55  replacement  vehicles  for  their  rural  public  transporta- 
tion program. 

To  make  a  long  story  short,  the  State  is  in  a  situation  where  this 
shortfall  in  money  was  creating  by  continuing  high  demand  for  sec- 
tion 18  funds  for  operating  assistance.  Kansas,  under  ISTEA  was 
authorized  approximately  $2.41  million  in  section  18  funding,  but 
actually  received  $1.44  million  in  fiscal  year  1993,  down  from  the 
$1.69  million  in  fiscal  year  1992. 

So  I  will  submit  for  the  record  my  entire  statement.  But  again  to 
make  a  long  story  short,  I  understand  that  the  committee  is  facing 
some  very  tough  funding  restrictions.  I  don't  know  how  much 
money  this  committee  is  going  to  have  under  section  3  discretion- 
ary grants,  but  depending  on  how  much  you  have,  I  would  ask  that 
these  projects  be  considered  if  in  fact  this  committee  is  going  to  do 
what  it  has  done  the  past  few  years,  to  line  item  these  section  3 
grants. 

I  know  you  are  very  busy  and  you  all  have  been  sitting  here  for 
a  number  of  hours  already  in  trying  to  sort  through  all  this  stuff, 
so  I  will  be  happy  to  try  to  answer  any  of  your  questions. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  the  Hon.  Slattery  follows:] 
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STATEMXaiT   OF   THB 

HONORABLE  JIM  SLATTERY 

before  the 

APPROPRIATIONS  SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  TRANSPORTATION 

April  1,  1993 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  Members  of  the  Subcommittee, 
for  the  opportunity  to  testify  today  on  behalf  of  the 
Metropolitan  Transit  Authority  of  Topeka,  Kansas  (TMTA) ,  and  the 
Kansas  Department  of  Transportation  (KDOT) .   These  agencies  are 
applying  for  funds  under  the  U.S.  Department  of  Transportation's 
Federal  Transit  Administration  (FTA)  Section  3  Discretionary 
Grant  Program. 

It  is  my  understanding  that  FTA  used  to  award  Section  3 
grants  on  a  discretionary  basis  to  transit  operators  and  state 
transportation  agencies.   In  recent  years,  however,  Congress  has 
earmarked  these  funds  for  specific  line  items  in  the  annual 
appropriations  bills. 

I  support  the  appropriation  of  funds  in  the  fiscal  year  1994 
Transportation  and  Related  Agencies  Appropriations  Act  for 
Section  3  funds  to  complete  two  Kansas  projects.   The  Topeka 
Metropolitan  Transit  Authority  is  requesting  $10.75  million  for 
the  purchase  of  30  new  buses.   The  Kansas  Department  of 
Transportation  is  requesting  $2  million  for  55  replacement 
vehicles  for  their  Rural  Public  Transportation  Program. 

Topeka  Metropolitan  Transit  Authority 

TMTA  is  working  to  make  public  transportation  accessible  for 
disabled  Topekans.   TMTA  currently  has  a  fleet  of  only  seven 
"paratransit"  vehicles  for  disabled  individuals.   Four  of  these 
vehicles  already  need  to  be  replaced,  according  to  FTA 
guidelines.   In  addition,  wheelchair  ridership  in  Topeka  has  gone 
up  over  100%  in  the  past  18  months. 

TMTA  is  requesting  $7.5  million  to  purchase  30  new  buses 
equipped  with  wheelchair  lifts.   They  are  requesting  $750,000  for 
modifications  and  additions  to  their  maintenance  garage.   $2.5 
million  would  go  to  construct  a  downtown  off-street  covered 
transfer  facility. 
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Kansas  Department  of  Transportation 

The  State  of  Kansas  Section  3  grant  request  for  $2  million 
would  purchase  55  replacement  vehicles  for  their  Rural  Public 
Transportation  Progreun.   This  represents  the  shortfall  between 
needed  replacement  vehicles  and  the  number  they  are  currently 
able  to  fund.   This  shortfall  was  created  by  continuing  high 
demand  for  Section  18  funds  for  operating  assistance,  leaving 
little  funding  available  for  capital  replacement.   The  shortfall 
was  exacerbated  by  the  marked  decrease  in  fiscal  year  1993 
(FY  1993)  Section  16  and  Section  18  Federal  fund  allocations  from 
the  eunounts  authorized  in  the  Intermodal  Surface  Transportation 
Efficiency  Act  (ISTEA) .   ISTEA  authorized  approximately  $2.41 
million  in  Section  18  funding  for  Kansas  in  FY  1993.   Kansas 
actually  received  $1.44  million  in  FY  1993,  down  from  $1.69 
million  in  FY  1992. 

Section  18  provider  applications  in  FY  1993  for  operating 
and  capital  assistance  were  over  $2.7  million.   Operating 
assistance  would  have  to  be  cut  dreunatically  in  order  to  provide 
funds  for  purchasing  vehicles.   The  requested  vehicles  would 
provide  transportation  in  primarily  rviral  areas  of  the  state  for 
health  care,  shopping,  education,  employment  and  public  services 
to  the  elderly,  disabled  and  the  general  public. 

The  requested  vehicles  are  all  for  replacement  of  existing 
vehicles  with  over  100,000  miles  on  them.   This  request  does  not 
cover  any  additional  (expanded  service)  vehicles  for  current  sub- 
grantees  or  any  vehicles  for  potential  new  grant  recipients. 
This  request  also  covers  only  backlog  vehicle  needs,  i.e.,  those 
that  need  to  be  replaced  right  now.   It  does  not  cover  those  that 
will  meet  replacement  criteria  in  FY  1994  nor  anticipate  any  in 
future  years.   Every  year,  there  are  vehicles  in  the  existing 
fleet  that  wear  out.   The  needs  reflected  in  this  grant  request 
are  above  and  beyond  those  that  would  be  covered  by  funds 
resulting  from  passage  of  the  proposed  economic  stimulus  program. 

A  small  amount  of  the  requested  funds  would  be  used  to 
purchase  computer  hardware  and  software  and  communication 
equipment  for  Coordinated  Transit  Districts  across  the  state. 
The  1992  Kansas  Legislature  passed  legislation  requiring  that 
rural  transit  providers  form  Coordinated  Transit  Districts  to 
improve  the  efficiency,  effectiveness  and  coordination  of  transit 
services  in-state.   These  Districts  are  in  the  process  of  being 
formed  and  the  requested  funds  would  purchase  equipment  for  the 
Districts  to  allow  them  to  begin  operations  in  FY  1994. 

************************ 
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I  believe  you  have  already  received  vrritten  copies  of  my 
testimony  which  include  statutory  language  suggested  by  TMTA  and 
KDOT. 

Thank  you  again,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  Members  of  the 
Subcommittee,  for  this  opportunity  to  testify  on  behalf  of  my 
constituents.   I  will  be  happy  to  answer  any  questions. 
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Proposed  Statutory  Language 


We  request  that  the  two  above  projects  be  named  separately,  if 
possible,  and  have  provided  language  for  each  below  for  inclusion 
in  the  FY  1994  Appropriations  Bill. 

Department  of  Transportation  and  Related  Agencies  Appropriations 
Bill  -  Federal  Transit  Administration 


Kansas  STATE  OF  KANSAS.  -  No  later  than  April  30,  1994,  the 
Secretary  shall  negotiate  and  sign  a  grant  agreement  with 
the  State  of  Kansas  for  $2,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1994 
made  available  under  section  3(k)(l)(C)  of  the  Federal 
Transit  Act  to  provide  for  the  purchase  of  55  vehicles, 
14  computers  and  printers ,  and  14  communication 
equipment,  for  public  transportation  services  in  Kansas. 

Kansas  TOPEKA  BUS  AND  BUS  FACILITY  PROJECT.  -  No  later  than 
April  30,  1994,  the  Secretary  shall  negotiate  and  sign  a 
grant  agreement  with  Topeka  Metropolitan  Transit 
Authority  for  $10,750,000  for  fiscal  year  1994  from  fvmds 
made  available  under  section  3(k)(l)(C)  of  the  Federal 
Transit  Act  to  provide  for  the  purchase  of  30  buses 
accessible  to  and  useU3le  by  individuals  with  disabilities 
and  the  general  public,  improvement  of  the  bus 
maintenance  facility,  and  the  building  of  a  downtown  off- 
street  covered  transfer  facility. 
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Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you  very  much  for  the  brief  overview.  We  are 
happy  to  sit  here  and  find  out  what  America  needs.  We  are  glad  to 
have  you  tell  us  the  Kansas  component  of  that. 

Do  you  have  any  idea  what  the  vintage  of  buses  are  now  in 
Topeka? 

Mr.  Slattery.  Yes.  The  buses  that  need  to  be  replaced  need  to  be 
replaced  because  they  are  not  the  kind  of  buses  that  can  accommo- 
date the  growing  need  for  handicapped  transportation  in  the  com- 
munity. The  wheelchair  ridership  in  Topeka  has  gone  up  over  100 
percent  in  the  past  18  months.  The  vehicles  they  have  now  will  not 
adequately  provide  for  the  transportation  of  this  clientele. 

To  make  a  long  story  short,  they  need  to  purchase  the  buses  that 
they  are  requesting  to  accommodate  the  handicapped  in  the  com- 
munity. 

Mr.  Carr.  You  might  have  the  Metropolitan  Transit  Authority 
sending  us  a  letter  telling  us  the  average  age  of  their  current 
buses. 

We  have  a  problem  that  the  ADA  put  enormous  pressure  on 
transit  systems  all  over  America.  We  want  to  help  them  out.  On 
the  other  hand,  some  of  the  transit  systems  in  America  have  fleets 
that  are  not  all  that  old.  So  we  have  to  consider  not  only  the  cost  of 
the  new  buses — the  ADA  accessible  buses — we  have  to  consider  the 
cost  of  older  but  still  useful  life  available  buses  that  are  still  oper- 
ating out  there.  If  we  just  throw  them  all  away,  it  would  cost  the 
taxpayers  an  enormous  amount  of  money. 

Mr.  Slattery.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  proposition  that  we're  looking 
at  is  really  interesting  because  the  buses  they  currently  have  have 
between  100,000  and  probably  300,000  or  400,000  miles  on  them. 
Some  of  them  are  still  operational,  but  the  problem  is  that  they  are 
going  to  come  into  compliance  with  ADA  and  existing  laws  requir- 
ing handicapped  accessibility. 

The  question  is.  Do  they  spend  a  lot  of  money  on  existing  buses 
to  modify  them  knowing  that  they  are  probably  only  going  to  get  a 
couple  years  of  life  out  of  them  before  they  are  in  the  junk  heap,  or 
do  they  buy  new  buses?  The  cost  of  conversion  is  not  cheap,  as  the 
chairman  knows. 

So  that  is  the  kind  of  choice  that  transit  authorities  all  across 
the  country  are  in  the  process  of  making.  It  is  like  deciding  wheth- 
er to  put  a  new  engine  in  a  car  that  has  100,000  miles  on  it  or 
trade  it  in  when  you  are  facing  an  obligation  to  have  dependable 
transportation. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  was  just  handed  some  information  that  would  indi- 
cate that  the  entire  Topeka  Transit  Authority  bus  fleet — owned  or 
leased  right  now — is  38  buses.  Is  that  right? 

Mr.  Slattery.  I  think  that  is  correct. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  don't  have  a  good  concept  for  how  large  Topeka  is. 
How  many  people  live  in  Topeka? 

Mr.  Slattery.  About  140,000. 

Mr.  Carr.  That  doesn't  seem  like  very  many  buses. 

The  average  fleet  age,  according  to  the  1992  transit  passenger  ve- 
hicle fleet  inventory  supplied  by  the  American  Public  Transit  Asso- 
ciation is  5.8  years.  The  authorization  basically  says  that  you're 
supposed  to  keep  your  buses  for  12  years.  We  in  Michigan  know 
that  given  salt  on  the  roads  and  a  few  other  things  and  northern 
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climates,  buses  sometimes  don't  last  12  years,  whereas  you  can  go 
to  Bill  Richardson's  area  in  Albuquerque  and  a  bus  well  main- 
tained could  last  15  years. 

So  that  is  not  terribly  persuasive  to  us.  We  have  to  look  at  what 
the  authorization  committee  has  said. 

Mr.  Slattery.  The  other  criteria  I  think  they  look  at  is  how 
many  miles  are  on  the  buses.  I  think  500,000  miles  is — 

Mr.  Carr.  They  don't  really  look  at  the  mileage  that  much. 

Mr.  Slattery.  Really?  I  thought  it  was  500,000  miles  or  12  years. 

Mr.  Carr.  Just  the  age. 

It  looks  as  if  about  25  of  the  buses  have  been  purchased  since 
1987.  They  are  flexibles.  Then  it  looks  like  everything  else  is  rather 
hodgepodge  going  back  to  1974. 

Mr.  Slattery.  That's  correct.  The  bottom  line  is  that  of  the  total 
fleet  that  is  there,  there  are  about  maybe  10  or  12  of  the  buses  that 
have  in  excess  of  500,000  miles  on  them.  A  few  of  these  are  more 
than  12  years  old.  But  my  understanding  was  that  when  you  look 
at  the  replacement,  it  is  either  the  500,000  miles  or  12  years.  Obvi- 
ously, you  could  have  a  bus  out  there  that  is  20  years  old  that  may 
have  150,000  miles  on  it  and  it  is  not  in  as  bad  a  condition  as  one 
that  is  5  years  old  that  has  600,000  miles  on  it. 

Mr.  Carr.  It  would  appear  just  on  the  surface  that  about  13  of 
these  buses  would  be  candidates  for  serious  replacement. 

Mr.  Slattery.  Then  as  I  indicated,  the  compounding  problem 
here  is.  If  you  have  a  bus  now  that  you  have  to  modify  to  comply 
with  other  provisions  of  the  law  regarding  the  law,  do  you  make 
that  investment  in  modification  knowing  that  you  are  only  going  to 
get  a  couple  years  out  of  it,  or  do  you  go  and  buy  a  new  bus?  That 
is  the  kind  of  tough  choices  these  transit  authorities  are  now  in- 
volved in  making.  We're  facing  that  in  our  community  and  across 
the  State. 

Mr.  Carr.  Indeed,  they  do. 

Has  Kansas  ever  done  a  Kansas-wide  bus  procurement?  Many 
years  ago  Pennsylvania  used  to  buy  all  the  buses  and  then  give  the 
buses  to  the  various  properties.  Kansas  has  never  done  that? 

Mr.  Slattery.  I  don't  know. 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Wolf,  do  you  have  any  questions? 

Mr.  Wolf.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Thank  you,  Jim,  for  coming  before  the  committee. 

I  have  a  car  that  has  95,000  miles  on  it  and  the  transmission  is 
going.  I  am  trying  to  make  the  same  decision  as  to  whether  to  get  a 
new  car  or  a  new  transmission. 

Mr.  Slattery.  I  have  a  similar  vehicle,  but  it  has  more  than  a 
transmission  problem. 

Mr.  Wolf.  You  raised  a  good  point  here.  We  have  earmarked  all 
of  these.  We  really  haven't  given  FTA  very  much  discretion.  Do 
you  have  any  idea  what  FTA  thinks  about  the  project? 

Mr.  Slattery.  We  have  just  been  advised  through  FTA  that  if  we 
really  want  to  be  in  line  for  a  grant,  we  better  get  it  line-itemed. 
They  are  not  even  going  beyond  that.  They  are  not  even  hardly 
looking  at  these  unless  they  are  line-itemed.  It  is  my  understand- 
ing that  even  after  they  are  line-itemed,  if  there  isn't  adequate 
money  there,  then  there  is  still  a  question  as  to  whether  you  will 
get  funding.  But  it  is  my  understanding  that  you  have  to  get  line- 


1232 

itemed  to  really  be  considered  now.  That  is  my  purpose  in  being 
here. 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  am  very  sympathetic.  I  was  just  curious  as  to  wheth- 
er FTA  said  that  this  was  really  a  good  project. 

I  tend  to  think  it  may  not  be  a  bad  idea  to  give  FTA  a  little  bit  of 
money  so  they  could  do  some  of  these  more  meritorious  ones  that 
perhaps  they  don't  have  a  law  firm  lobbying  for  them.  There  may 
be  some  good  ones  out  there  that  are  not  being  addressed.  I  am 
sure  your's  is  in  that  category. 

I  was  just  wondering  what  FTA  did  think  about  it.  Thanks  for 
coming  before  this  committee.  I  appreciate  it. 

Mr.  Slattery.  I  appreciate  the  committee's  time.  You  all  have  a 
difficult  task  to  sort  through  all  these  requests  and  do  what  is  in 
the  best  interest  of  the  country.  I  appreciate  your  work. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  think  it  is  no  secret  that  this  Member  of  Congress  is 
partial  to  buses.  Of  course,  70  percent  of  the  transit  riders  in 
America  ride  on  a  bus,  and  yet  buses  under  ISTEA  and  the  rest  get 
only  30  percent  of  the  money.  That  is  something  that  I  think  Con- 
gressman Sabo,  Wolf,  and  I  have  been  working  on  for  a  long  time. 
We'll  try  to  turn  it  around,  and  hopefully  it  will  help  Kansas  out. 

Mr.  Slattery.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you. 


Thursday,  April  1,  1993. 

WASHINGTON  STATE  PROJECTS 
WITNESS 

HON.  MIKE  KREIDLER,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 
STATE  OF  WASHINGTON 

Mr.  Carr.  Our  next  witness  is  Congressman  Mike  Kreidler  from 
the  State  of  Washington.  It  is  nice  to  see  you.  Welcome  to  the 
committee.  We  have  your  statement  and  will  include  it  in  full  in 
the  record  and  ask  you  to  summarize  it. 

Mr.  Kreidler.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Understanding  that  following  the  conversations  that  took  place 
with  previous  persons  testifying  here,  I  would  like  to  bring  up 
buses,  too,  and  am  pleased  to  hear  that  you  have  a  distinct  interest 
in  that  area.  Seattle  Metro  is  involved  in  making  a  major  acquisi- 
tion of  natural  gas  fueled  buses,  which  will  be  the  largest  purchase 
in  the  country  of  such  buses.  The  Puget  Sound  area  is  one  of  those 
areas  that  has  had  a  record  of  having  clean  air,  but  it  is  quickly 
approaching  the  degradations  that  affect  major  urban  areas 
throughout  the  country.  This  is  an  opportunity  to  have  buses  that 
obviously  will  operate  much  more  appropriately  in  relation  to  air 
quality  standards. 

They  have  an  initial  purchase  of  360  buses  going  to  810  buses  by 
the  end  of  the  decade.  The  cost  for  purchasing  these  buses  over 
standard  buses  would  be  about  $60  million.  In  part,  it  is  because  of 
having  to  build  the  refueling  facilities  and  the  like  in  conjunction 
with  the  standard  costs  that  you  must  include  in  the  total  package 
of  what  is  going  to  be  done.  For  the  coming  fiscal  year  they  are 
seeking  $15  million  in  appropriations.  I  don't  know  if  this  is  one 
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where  they  have  made  application  at  this  time  to  FTA,  so  I  can't 
give  you  an  indication  on  the  current  status. 

The  other  two  items  I  want  to  mention  concern  highways.  This  is 
a  cross-base  highway,  which  is  in  the  State  of  Washington.  There  is 
a  connection  between  Interstate  5  and  State  Route  7,  otherwise 
known  as  Pacific  Highway.  This  goes  between  McChord  Air  Force 
Base  and  Fort  Lewis  in  the  south  portion  of  Puget  Sound.  This  is 
an  important  aspect  to  relieving  significant  traffic  congestion  and 
significant  problems  with  safety  concerns  and  traffic  accidents,  and 
so  forth. 

This  is  also  an  area  where  a  considerable  amount  of  industrial 
development  is  taking  place  and  the  problems  of  having  commer- 
cial access.  There  is  also  a  connection  here  because  unlike  many 
areas  of  the  country  that  are  having  problems  with  base  closures, 
the  problem  in  this  case  has  been  that  they  are  expanding  bases 
because  it  is  one  of  the  major  training  facilities.  It  is  the  number 
two  and  closely  becoming  the  number  one  training  facility  for  the 
United  States  Army.  As  a  result,  they  are  seeing  a  significant  in- 
crease in  military  personnel.  This  represents  a  further  problem 
with  congestion  and  the  like  that  this  highway  would  facilitate 
rather  considerably. 

The  other  project  is  State  Route  167,  which  is  a  tie-in  with  Inter- 
state 5  and  State  Route  509.  This  is  part  of  a  cascade  corridor  that 
was  envisioned  back  in  the  1950s  that  has  never  been  completed. 
This  would  connect  two  major  freeways  in  such  a  way  that  would 
allow  a  considerable  amount  of  commercial  activity  from  the  Port 
of  Tacoma  to  be  able  to  come  off  of  1-5,  which  is  one  of  the  more 
congested  freeways  in  the  country,  particularly  south  of  the  city  of 
Seattle,  and  allow  them  to  go  off  onto  the  Valley  Freeway  and 
reduce  considerably  the  pressure  right  now  on  Interstate  5. 

Both  of  these  projects  are  ones  that  I  trust  would  come  to  com- 
pletion with  full  funding  of  ISTEA.  I  know  that  you  have  tough  de- 
cisions to  make,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  came  before  you  to  certainly  urge 
that  the  committee  move  forward  with  the  President  in  recom- 
mending that  we  do  have  full  funding  of  ISTEA. 

I  would  hope  that  that  funding  would  take  place  and  these 
projects  would  be  in  line  and  be  worked  at  the  local  level  as  ISTEA 
would  dictate. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  the  Hon.  Kreidler  follows:] 
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statement  of  Representative  Mike  Kreidler 

before  the 

House  Subcommittee  on  Surface  Transportation 

April  1,  1993 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  Subcommittee:   I  appreciate 
the  opportunity  to  come  before  the  Subcommittee  and  talk  with  you 
about  three  proposed  projects  that  are  of  great  importance  to  my 
district  and  Washington  State. 

The  first  project  concerns  an  intial  purchase  of  360  natural 
gas  buses  for  the  Seattle  area.   This  purchase  would  be  followed 
with  continuing  replacement  of  retiring  buses  with  new  natural 
gas  buses,  resulting  in  a  total  fleet  of  810  natural  gas  buses  by 
the  end  of  the  decade.   Our  region  has  a  long  commitment  to 
environmental  preservation  and  progressive  energy  policies. 
Toward  this  goal,  the  Seattle  area  and  its  mass  transit 
authority,  Seattle  Metro,  are  prepared  to  invest  in  significant 
utilization  of  natural  gas.   Such  a  move  benefits  not  only  our 
region,  in  cleaner  air  and  enhanced  mobility,  but  it  also 
contributes  to  our  nation's  overall  energy  independence  and 
produces  jobs  for  U.S.  bus  manufacturers.   An  order  for  360  buses 
would  be  the  largest  ever  placed  in  North  America,  and  would  give 
U.S.  manufacturers  and  component  suppliers  good  market  incentives 
to  refine  natural  gas  bus  technology  and  reduce  unit  costs. 
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However,  innovation  is  rarely  inexpensive.   It  will  cost 
Seattle  $60  million  more  to  purchase  cleaner  burning  natural  gas 
buses  than  standard  gas  buses.   That  is  why  Seattle  Metro  is 
seeking  $15  million  in  Section  3  grants  in  Fiscal  Year  1994  for 
the  purchase  of  these  buses  and  the  accompanying  regional  system 
of  natural  gas  fueling  stations.   I  believe  these  are  the  kinds 
of  investments  we  need  to  make  to  ease  transportation  gridlock, 
to  promote  an  energy  efficient  future,  and  to  assist  emerging 
alternative  technology  industries. 

The  second  project  I  want  to  bring  to  your  attention  is  the 
proposed  construction  of  the  "Cross  Base  Highway, "  a  new  highway 
that  would  connect  State  Route  7  and  Interstate  5.   The  title 
"Cross  Base"  comes  from  the  corridor's  route  --  which  takes  it 
across  two  bases.  Ft.  Lewis  Army  Base  and  McChord  Air  Force  Base. 
I  believe  this  project  would  provide  several  important  benefits: 

--It  would  relieve  numerous  traffic  congested  areas, 
particularly  on  SR  512,  which  often  experiences  dangerous  backups 
onto  Interstate  5; 

-  -  It  would  improve  access  to  the  Port  of  Tacoma ' s 
Frederickson  Industrial  Area,  where  the  Boeing  Company  has 
recently  opened  a  facility  with  250  employees,  with  plans  to 
expand  to  a  potential  11,000  employees;  and 

--It  would  improve  access  to  McChord  AFB  and  Ft.  Lewis  Army 
Base,  which  are  slated  to  receive  5,000-12,000  additional 
personnel  due  to  re-deployment. 
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Clearly,  this  project  is  critical  to  our  region's  ability  to 
deal  with  future  growth  and  development.   It  is  also  important  to 
note  that  the  "Cross  Base"  would  be  adaptable  to  retrofitting  for 
HOV  lanes  when  such  a  facility  is  constructed  on  1-5  and  that 
bicycle  paths  are  planned  in  coordination  with  the  development  of 
Ft.  Lewis.   Pierce  County  is  currently  developing  the  EIS  which 
is  scheduled  for  completion  by  the  end  this  year.   The  total 
project  cost  is  estimated  at  $59.9  million.   The  portion  of  the 
project  cost  in  FY  '94  would  be  $5.6  million  for  preliminary 
engineering. 


The  last  project  I  would  like  to  mention  is  the  proposed 
extension  of  State  Route  167  in  Pierce  County  to  connect  with 
Interstate  5  and  State  Route  509.   This  extension  would  complete 
a  freeway  system,  often  referred  to  as  the  "Cascade  Corridor, " 
planned  over  30  years  ago.   As  with  "Cross  Base,"  the  extension 
of  SR  167  would  tremendously  benefit  the  economy,  environment, 
and  commuters  who  are  subject  to  congestion  and  safety  hazards 
caused  by  the  high  number  of  trucks  traveling  this  route. 

Over  20%  of  the  traffic  currently  utilizing  the  167  arterial 
consists  of  trucks.   This  high  percentage  results  from  the 
transport  of  goods  from  the  Port  of  Tacoma  to  the  industrial 
areas  of  the  cities  of  Renton,  Kent,  and  Auburn.   The  City  of 
Puyallup  has  recently  joined  the  other  "Cascade  Corridor"  cities 
and  developed  an  industrial  area  that  is  served  with  water  and 
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sewer.   However,  Puyallup  and  the  industrial  area  will  not  be 
able  to  prosper  economically  without  a  direct  connection  with  I- 
5.   The  first  tier  draft  EIS  has  been  completed  for  the  project. 
The  total  project  cost  is  estimated  at  $289  million.   $8  million 
in  FY  '94  would  provide  for  the  completion  of  a  design  report, 
right  of  way  plan,  and  the  balance  of  EIS  work.   This  is  also 
one- third  of  the  $24  million  for  preliminary  engineering,  hence 
reducing  that  future  cost  down  to  $16  million. 


Mr.  Chairman  I  have  included  with  my  testimony  numerous 
letters  of  support  for  these  projects.   I  believe  these  letters 
best  present  the  needs  for  the  projects  I  have  mentioned. 
Furthermore,  I  have  included  maps,  project  descriptions,  and 
amalysis  provided  by  the  State  Department  of  Tremsportation.   On 
review  of  the  material  I  do  not  believe  there  is  any  doubt  about 
the  merit  of  the  projects. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  aware  of  the  tough  decisions  this 
committee  must  make,  given  the  competition  for  financial 
resources  and  the  many  needs  around  our  country.   I  ask,  on 
behalf  of  my  constituents,  that  the  committee  include  in  its 
budget  enough  money  so  that  these  projects  can  go  forward. 


### 
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CROSS  BASE  HIGHWAY 


Project  Description: 

This  project  will  provide  a  connection  from  Pacific  Avenue  (SR  7)  in  the  vicinity  of  176th  Street 
to  Interstate  5  (SR  5)  in  the  vicinity  of  Tillicum.  It  will  provide  a  more  direct  link  with  Interstate  5 
for  residents  of  Spanaway  and  adjacent  South  County  communities,  and  improve  access  for 
military  t>ase  employees  to  and  frem  residential  areas  to  the  east  and  west.  It  would  also  provide 
some  relief  from  projected  growth  on  the  Puyallup  Freeway  (SR  512)  and  on  Pacific  Avenue 
north  of  176th  Street.  Pierce  County  is  the  lead  agency  for  this  project  which  is  currently  in  the 
Environmental  Impact  Statement/Corridor  Adoption  stage.  This  project  is  not  funded  beyond  the 
EIS. 


Expected  Project  Expenditures  (1993  dollars) 

Preliminary  Engineering 

R/W 

Construction 

Project  Total . 


$5.60  Million 

$2.40  Million 

$51 .90  Million 

$59.90  Million 


Project  Schedule 

EIS 

P.E. 

Right  of  Way 

Construction 


Jan -93      Jan- 94       Jan- 95       Jan- 96       Jan- 97       Jan- 98 
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SR  167  EXTENSION 


Project  Description: 

This  project  will  provide  a  key  connecting  link  in  the  regional  freeway  system.  It  will  tie  the 
Puyallup  termini  of  the  SR  167,  SR  410,  and  the  SR  512  freeways  to  the  1-5  corridor,  the  Port  of 
Tacoma,  and  the  proposed  SR  509  expressway.  This  section  of  SR  167  was  initially  planned  in 
the  1950's. 


Expected  Project  Expenditures  (1993  dollars) 

Preliminary  Engineering 

R/W 

Construction 

Project  Total 


$24  Million 

$35  Million 

$230  Million 

$289  Million 


Project  Schedule 

Draft  Tiered  EIS 

Final  Tiered  EIS 
Tiered  Supplement  EIS 
P.E.  &  RA/V 
Construction 


1/93      1/94 


1/95 


1/96 


1/97 


Dec.  1999 


^^ 
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Washington  State  District  3  Headquarters 

Department  of  Transportation  ^^^°^f^'!°[^°"^'^''^"^-  ''^"'^"^'s' 

Duane  Berentson 

Sectelafy  ol  Transportation 


P  0  Box  47440 
Olympia.  WA  98504-7440 


(206)  357-2600 
Fax  (206)  357-2601 


March  24,  1993 

Congressman  Mike  Kriedler 

1535  Longworth  House  Office  Building 

Washington  D.C.,  20515 

RE:  Requested  information  about  -"Cross  Base  Highway"  and  "State  Route  167 
Extension" 

Dear  Congressman  Kriedler 

Pierce  County  is  currently  developing  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
(E.I.S.)  for  the  "Cross  Base  Highway".  This  E.I.S.  is  scheduled  for  completion  by  the 
end  of  1993.  This  project  is  funded  only  through  completion  of  the  E.I.S.  at  this  time. 

As  you  are  aware  this  regional  link  between  State  Route  7  and  Interstate  5  will 
provide  improved  access  to  the  Frederickson  Industrial  Area  as  well  as  the  McChord 
Air  Force  Base  and  Fort  Lewis. 

The  cooperation  that  has  occurred  between  federal,  state  and  county  agencies  to 
make  this  project  come  together  attests  to  the  mutual  benefits  to  be  realized  from  this 
project. 

The  first  tier  draft  E.I.S.  for  "State  Route  167  Extension"  is  complete  and  is 
pending  federal  approval.  We  expect  approval  by  April  1993  at  which  time  we  can 
select  an  alignment  and  proceed  with  a  supplement,  and  final  tier,  of  the  E.I.S.  to  be 
completed  by  April  1994.  This  project  is  ftinded  only  through  completion  of  the  E.I.S. 
at  this  time. 

This  extension  will  complete  a  regional  transportation  network  for  both 
commerce  and  commuters.    This  project  will  enable  the  "High  Occupancy  Vehicle" 
(H.O.V.)  lanes  to  be  linked  between  Interstate  5,  State  Route  167  and  State  Route  512. 
Extending  State  Route  167  wUl  benefit  freight  movement  by  linking  Interstate  5,  State 
Route  509,  State  Route  167  and  State  Route  512.  State  Route  509  is  a  fully  funded 
current  project  which  ties  Tacoma  to  the  Port  of  Tacoma  which  will  be  completed  by 
the  end  of  1996. 

Please  contact  me  or  my  staff  at  (206)  357-2630  if  you  need  additional 
information. 


Sincerely, 


jla^-  Hammond 
Transportation  Planning  Engineer 

PJH:cmcd 

cc:FILE 

H:\WINWORD\congras.doc 
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INTRODUCTION 

The  FHWA  in  cooperation  with  the  Washington  State  Department  of 
Transportation  is  preparing  an  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  on 
a  proposal  to  conduct  a  corridor  location  study  for  State  Route  (SR) 
167  in  Pierce  County,  Washington.  The  proposed  action  would  identify 
a  preferred  location  for  a  freeway  from  the  existing  southern  terminus 
of  the  SR  167  freeway  at  Meridian  Street  in  the  City  of  Puyallup  to 
proposed  SR  509  between  the  cities  of  Fife  and  Tacoma,  Washington  a 
distance  of  up  to  six  miles. 

A  freeway  built  in  the  corridor  recommended  by  this  project  would 
complete  a  freeway  system  planned  over  30  years  ago  and  would  improve 
access  between  the  Port  of  Tacoma  and  the  warehousing  and  distribution 
centers  of  the  SR  167  Corridor  (Puyallup  to  Renton).  The  project 
scoping  process  has  identified  three  corridors  for  new  freeways  in 
addition  to  a  no  action  alternative. 

The  intent  of  the  project  is  to  perform  a  corridor  level  EIS  to  the 
extent  necessary  such  that  WSDOT  may  purchase  right-of-way  in  the 
preferred  corridor  as  funds  are  available.  WSDOT  will  perform  a 
reevaluation  of  the  EIS  on  the  preferred  alternative  at  the  time  a 
design  report  and  right-of-way  plan  is  submitted  for  approval. 
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A.  Identify  alternates  to  be  considered  in  the  DEIS. 

1.  The  Alternative  1  corridor  would  be  approximately  6.2  miles  long  with 
grade-separated  interchanges  at  1-5  and  in  the  vicinity  of  54th  Avenue  East, 
70th  Avenue  East,  and  Meridian  Street  North.  Access  to  SR  509  would  be  through 
at-grade  intersections  of  Port  of  Tacoma  Road  with  the  SR  509  frontage  roads. 
The  corridor  would  begin  at  the  SR  161/SR  167  Interchange  in  North  Puyallup 
heading  northwesterly  down  the  Puyallup  River  Valley  in  an  area  between  the 
Puyallup  River  and  the  Union  Pacific  Railroad.  Crossing  82nd  Avenue  East,  70th 
Avenue  East,  and  54th  Avenue  East  before  turning  west  and  paralleling  North 
Levee  Road  in  the  vicinity  of  and  northwesterly  of  Frank  Albert  Road. 
Alternative  1  would  then  proceed  north  on  structure,  over  the  Union  Pacific 
Railroad,  20th  Street  East,  Interstate  5,  Pacific  Highway  and  SR  509  to  end  on 
the  Port  of  Tacoma  Road.  Grade  separations  would  be  located  in  the  vicinity  of 
82nd  Avenue  East  and  near  Frank  Albert  Road. 

2.  Alternative  2  would  be  approximately  6.0  miles  in  length,  with  interchanges 
located  at  SR  509,  and  in  the  vicinity  of  54th  Avenue  East,  Interstate  5,  Valley 
Avenue  East,  and  Meridian  Street  East.  This  corridor  would  begin  at  the 
existing  SR  161/SR  167  Interchange  and  continue  in  a  northwest  direction  turning 
northerly  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Union  Pacific  Railroad  and  Valley  Avenue,  which 
it  would  cross  on  a  structure.  Near  82nd  Avenue  East  the  corridor  would  proceed 
in  a  northwesterly  direction  crossing  70th  Avenue  East,  Interstate  5  and  SR  99 
on  a  structure,  then  proceed  in  a  more  northerly  direction  paralleling  Hylebos 
Creek  until  curving  and  heading  west  in  the  vicinity  of  8th  Street  East.  A 
structure  would  continue  this  alignment  over  54th  Avenue  East  to  a  termination 
point  located  on  SR  509  between  Marshall  Avenue  and  Alexander  Avenue. 

3.  Alternative  3  would  be  approximately  5.7  miles  in  length  with  interchanges 
at  SR  509  and  Interstate  5  and  in  the  vicinity  of  Valley  Avenue  East  and  at 
Meridian  Street  East.  This  alternate  would  diverge  from  Alternative  2  corridor 
just  north  of  the  70th  Avenue  East,  Interstate  5,  and  SR  99  structure.  This 
portion  of  the  alignment  would  swing  westerly  then  northerly  continuing  on 
structure  over  12th  Street  East  and  8th  Street  East  before  terminating  in  the 
vicinity  of  SR  509  and  Taylor  Way.  The  termination  of  this  alternate  in  the  SR 
509  vicinity  would  require  modification  of  54th  Avenue  East  to  operate  as 
one-way  southbound  between  SR  509  and  8th  Street  East  and  construction  of  a 
one-way  northbound  frontage  road  on  the  east  side  of  the  alternate  3  corridor 
between  8th  Street  East  and  the  SR  509  frontage  road.  Northbound  54th  Avenue 
East  traffic  would  cross  under  SR  167  at  8th  Street  East  and  continue  on  the  new 
northbound  frontage  road. 

4.  The  No-Action  Alternative  would  terminate  the  SR  167  freeway  at  Meridian 
Street  North   (SR  161)  and  SR  167  would  continue  to  Interstate  5  at  the  Bay 
Street  Interchange  in  Tacoma  via  Meridian  Street  North  and  River  Road. 

B.  There  is  no  recoomendation.  as  to  a  preferred  alternative  at  this  tiine. 
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C.        Identification  of  significant  ijipacts  and  possible  mitigations. 

1.  Transportation: 

Alternative  1  would  increase  congestion  on  surface  streets  north  and  south  of 
Interstate  5   in  the  area  of  Port  of  Tacoma  Road  due  to  the  elimination  of  the 
Port  of  Tacoma  Road  overpass  of  Interstate  5  for  local  traffic. 

Construction  of  all  alternatives  would  require  delays  and/or  detours  in  the 
vicinity  of   interchange  and  grade  separation  construction.   Detour  signing  and 
construction  safety  measures  would  be  used. 

2.  Waterways,  Hydrology  and  Water  Quality: 

Alternatives  2  and  3  would  fill  approximately  9  acres  of  100-year  flood-plain 
thus   requiring  a   like  amount  of  100-year  flood  storage.   Construction  of  all 
alternatives  would  require  some  amount  of  erosion  control  measures  during 
construction. 

3.  Wetlands,  Vegetation,  Wildlife,  and  Wildlife  Habitat. 

Alternatives  1,  2,  and  3  would  affect  approximately  24,  10,  and  16  wetlands, 
respectively.   Wetland  creation  and/or  enhancement  would  mitigate  these  impacts. 
Overall  there  would  be  no  net  loss  of  wetland  area  or  function. 

4.  Hazardous  Waste: 

Alternative  1  requires  right-of-way  from  one  property  with  a  history  of 
contamination.  All  alternatives  require  construction  in  the  vicinity  of  the 
East-West  Road  where  there  is  possible  contamination  from  smelter  slag.  Site 
characterization  studies  would  be  carried  out  in  the  design  phase  of  the 
project.  The  studies  would  determine  disposal  procedures  for  hazardous 
materials  encountered. 

5.  Visual  Quality: 

Alternative  1  creates  a  major  visual  barrier  by  constructing  a  viaduct  over  Port 
of  Tacoma  Road  between  20th  Street  East  and  the  vicinity  of  Marshall  Avenue. 
Visual  impacts  from  all  alternates  would  be  mitigated  through  aesthetically 
pleasing  design  and  landscaping. 

6.  Public  Services: 

The  No-Action  Alternative  would  result  in  increasing  delays  to  emergency 
services  due  to  increased  growth  and  traffic  congestions. 
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Land  Use: 

Alternative  1  would  displace  up  to  19  residences  and  12  businesses;  Alternative 
2  would  displace  up  to  88  residences  and  11  businesses;  and  Alternative  3  would 
displace  up  to  98  residences  and  12  businesses.  During  final  alignment 
selection  in  the  Design  Report  phase  to  follow,  we  will  avoid  many  of  these 
properties  reducing  the  actual  impacts  to  the  residences  and  businesses. 
Property  acquisition  and  relocation  would  be  accomplished  in  accordance  with  the 
amended  "Relocation  Assistance  -  Real  Property  Acquisition  Policy"  (Act  of  1971) 
-  RCW  8.26.010. 


Discussion  of  controversial  areas  and  proposed  coordination  to  resolve. 

1.  Land  Use: 

All  three  alternatives  would  likely  accelerate  conversion  of  land  from 
agricultural  uses  to  commercial  uses  -  particularly  in  the  vicinity  of  freeway 
interchanges.  Although  this  would  be  a  continuation  of  an  existing  trend,  local 
land  use  decisions  and  critical  area  designations  will  affect  future  land  uses. 
Completion  of  the  SR  167  Freeway  between  Puyallup  and  Interstate  5  would  be  in 
conformance  with  adopted  regional  and  local  comprehensive  plans. 

2.  Waterways,  Hydrology  and  Water  Quality: 

All  three  alternatives  have  potential  for  direct  water  quality  impacts  to  Wapato 
Creek  and  Alternatives  2  and  3  have  potential  water  quality  impacts  to  Hylebos 
Creek.  Both  Wapato  and  Hylebos  Creeks  are  important  fisheries  resources  to  the 
Puyallup  Tribe.  Mitigation  of  short  term  construction  and  long  term  operation 
impacts  will  be  required. 

3.  Parks  and  Recreation: 

All  three  alternatives  have  the  potential  to  require  up  to  1.5  acres  of  a  15 
acre  City  of  Puyallup  owned  site  intended  for  future  expansion  of  the  Puyallup 
Recreation  Center  in  North  Puyallup. 

The  original  scope  of  work  called  for  terminating  SR  167  at  Interstate  5.  This 
scope  was  changed  to  extend  SR  167  beyond  Interstate  5  and  terminate  at  the  SR 
509  alignment,  as  it  was  defined  in  the  Final  EIS  of  October,  1990  and  the 
Record  of  Decision  in  February  1991. 
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SR  167  EXTENSION 


Purpose 

The  purpose  of  this  project  is  to  provide  a  controlled  access  highway 
from  the  SR  167  freeway  terminus  at  SR  161  (Meridian  Street  North)  in 
the  City  of  Puyallup  to  Interstate  5  in  the  City  of  Fife  and  the 
proposed  SR  509  expressway  in  the  Port  of  Tacoma.   Construction  would 
provide  a  safer  route  than  the  current  circuitous  route  from  Puyallup  to 
1-5  and  the  Port  of  Tacoma  via  Meridian  Street  and  River  Road.   It  would 
also  reduce  heavy  truck  traffic  using  Valley  Avenue  and  54th  Avenue  East 
through  the  City  of  Fife  for  Port  of  Tacoma  and  1-5  corridor  access. 
The  freeway  section  under  study  would  complete  the  North  Pierce  County 
freeway  system  as  planned  in  the  1950's. 

Syat^em  Linkage 

This  project  will  provide  a  key  connecting  link  in  the  regional  freeway 
system.   It  will  tie  the  Puyallup  termini  of  the  SR  167,  SR  410,  and  the 
SR  512  freeways  to  the  1-5  corridor,  the  Port  of  Tacoma,  and  the 
proposed  SR  509  expressway.   This  section  of  SR  167  was  initially 
planned  in  the  1950 's. 

Regional  Tremsportation  Plan 

The  Puget  Sound  Council  of  Governments  (now  Puget  Sound  Regional 
Council)  issued  and  adopted  the  Vision   2020  Growth  Strategy  and 
Transportation   Plan   for   the  Central   Puget   Sound  Region   in  1990.   Six 
alternative  growth  and  transportation  strategies  were  evaluated  for  a 
year  2020  planning  horizon  and  a  Preferred  Alternative  was  noted. 
Conpletion  of  SR  167  from  Puyallup  to  1-5  is  an  element  of  the  Preferred 
Alternative  transportation  plan. 

Safety 

WSDOT  has  identified  several  problems  related  to  the  existing 
termination  of  the  SR  167  freeway  at  Meridian  Street  North.   The 
existing  arterial  street.  River  Road,  is  the  existing  connection  between 
SR  167  and  Interstate  5  and  has  had  a  history  of  a  high  number  of 
accidents  due  the  many  intersecting  roads  and  driveways.   It  operates  at 
a  level  of  safety  that  is  unacceptable  for  the  prime  commercial  route 
from  the  Puyallup-Auburn  Valley  to  the  Tacoma  industrial  and 
distribution  center.   High  truck  percentage  (in  excess  of  20%)  also 
contribute  to  problems  on  the  existing  routes.   Coitpletion  of  the  SR  167 
freeway  extension  will  alleviate  most  of  these  safety  problems. 

Economic  Development 

The  freeway  completion  would  support  economic  development  goals  of 
Pierce  County  and  the  Port  of  Tacoma  by  completing  the  North  Pierce 
County  freeway  system  and  connecting  the  1-5  corridor  and  the  major 
employment  centers  of  the  Port  of  Tacoma  with  Puyallup,  the  Green  River 
Valley  cities  in  King  County,  and  the  SR  410  corridor  subarea  serving 
northeast  Pierce  County. 


68-922  O— M 40 
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Pierce  County 


Office  of  the  County  Executive  DOUG  SUTHERLAND 

Executtve 
930  Tacoma  Avenue  South.  Room  737 

Tacoma.  Washinglon  98402-2100  FRANCEA  L.  McNAIR 

(206)  591-7477  •  FAX  (206)  596-6628  Deputy  Executive 


March  19,  1993 


Congressman  Mike  Krledler 

1535  Longworth  House  Office  Building 

Washington,  DC   20515 

Re:   Cross-Base  Highway 

Dear  Congressman  Kriedler: 

I  am  expressing  Pierce  County's  support  for  the  proposed 
appropriation  under  Intemiodal  Surface  Transportation 
demonstration  projects  for  the  Cross-Base  Corridor — Interstate  5 
(1-5)  to  State  Route  7.   Pierce  County  has  completed  a  corridor 
engineering  study  of  the  route  and  currently  is  working  on  a  NEPA 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  completion  in  1993 . 

The  Cross-Base  Highway  will  link  1-5  to  the  growing  central 
county  area  currently  isolated  behind  Ft.  Lewis  and  McChord  Air 
Force  Base.   The  highway  project  will  have  many  regional  benefits 
including: 

*  Improved  access  via  a  dedicated  interchange  to  McChord  Air 
Force  Base  and  Ft.  Lewis. 

*  Relief  of  the  congested  Interstate  5/State  Route  512 
interchange  that  currently  backs  up  onto  the  1-5  mainline. 

*  Relief  of  three  north/south  major  arterials  serving  the 
central  County  area. 

*  Easy  retrofitting  of  the  project  for  high-occupancy  vehicle 
lanes  when  such  facility  is  constructed  on  1-5. 

*  Improved  access  to  the  Frederickson  Industrial  Area  and 
Boeing-Pierce  County  plant  promoting  continued  economic 
development  in  a  manner  consistent  with  County  plans. 


PATRICK  KENNEV  FREDERICK  ANDERSON  ANDREW  NEID4TZ  TOU  HILYARO  BIL  MOSS 

Eveculive  Office  Executive  Office  Eiecutive  Office  Esecutive  Office  Special  Assisiani 

of  Adniinistratian  of  Operations  of  Public  Safety  of  Human  Sendees  to  tfie  Executive 


® 


BARBARA  QELHAN  ^f?  CATHY  PEARSALL-STIPCK 

Assessor-Treasure* 
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Congressman  Mike  Kriedler 
March  19,  1993 
Page  2  of  2 


Improvement  to  nonmotorized  facilities  including 
construction  of  bicycle  and  equestrian  facilities 
coordinated  with  the  development  plans  of  Ft.  Lewis. 


Thank  you  for  your  support  of  this  important  project, 
forward  to  working  with  you  on  implementation. 


Sincerely, 


I  look 


DOUG  MOTHERLAND 
County  Executive 

DS:S£G:iih 

cc:   Frederick  L.  Anderson,  Executive  Director,  County  Operations 
John  O.  Trent,  PE,  Public  Works  Director 
Thomas  G.  Ballard,  PE,  County  Engineer 
Stevan  E.  Gorcester,  Transportation  Manager 
file 
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March  24,  1993 


The  Honorable  Mike  Kreidler 
U.S.  House  of  Representatives 
Washington,  DC  20515-4709 


Dear  Congressman  Kreidler: 


I  am  writing  to  express  the  Port  of  Tacoma's  support  for 
federal  funding  for  the  following  highway  projects  near  our  port: 

SR  167: 

The  completion  of  the  final  link  in  the  SR  167  freeway  will 
replace  the  existing  SR  167  arterial  route  between  Puyallup  and 
1-5  with  a  six-lane  freeway,  including  two  high-occupancy-vehicle 
lanes  on  the  segment  between  SR  161  and  the  proposed  SR  509 
freeway  at  the  Port  of  Tacoma.   This  freeway  will  provide  a 
direct  freeway  connection  from  Port  of  Tacoma  container 
terminals,  freight  distribution  and  log  export  facilities  and 
warehouses  to  the  Green  River  Valley  and,  via  SR  18,  to  1-90  and 
eastern  Washington. 

Cross  Base  Highway: 

The  Cross  Base  Highway  will  be  a  new  arterial  between  SR  7 
and  1-5  across  the  northern  boundary  of  Fort  Lewis  and  the 
southern  boundary  of  McChord  Air  Force  Base.   This  highway  will 
greatly  improve  access  to  the  Ports'  Frederickson  Industrial  site 
from  1-5  and  significantly  reduce  truck  traffic  on  nearby 
arterial  roads. 

Both  of  these  projects  will  help  the  Port  continue  its 
efforts  to  move  freight  efficiently  with  the  least  possible 
disruption  to  neighboring  communities.   We  appreciate  your 
efforts  to  secure  funding  for  these  important  projects. 

Sincerely, 


\  J2Jv{i-'»''v'L^ 


in  Terpstra 
^ecutive  Director 


P.O.  Box  1837  •  Tacoma.  Washington  98401-1837  •  Telephone  (206)  383-5841  •  Telex  32-7473 

Commissioners:  Robert  G.  Earley  •  Jack  A.  Fabulich  •  Philip  M.  Leili  •  Patrick  O'Malley  •  Ned  Shera 
jr*i;62<^ttoSrDifcctor:  John  J.  Terpstra  ,y;^^ 
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J,  r*iTy  LmtA*  Th*  Seeing  Comptny 

Oonxxila  Dtnaor  PD.  Ban  3707.  MS  14U0 

Local  OovsrnmanlAltaIn  SmIM,  WA  Q8124-2S07 


March  24.  1993 


The  Honorable  Hike  Kreldler 

U.  S.  Congress 

1535  Longworth  House  Office  Building. 

Washington  D.C.  20515 

Dear  Congressman  Kreldler; 

It  Is  our  understanding  that  you  are  going  to  testify  before  a 
house  connlttee  regarding  potential  funding  for  the  "Cross  Base 
Highway"  In  Merce  County.  Me  would  like  to  express  our 
support  for  your  efforts  In  this  regard. 

The  Boeing  Company  acquired  527  acres  of  Industrial  land  In  the 
Frederlckson  area  of  Pierce  County  In  July,  1990.  Since  that 
tine  we  have  been  given  approval  for  our  four-phase  development 
of  the  site  by  Pierce  County.  Phase  one  of  this  development 
consists  of  two  buildings,  the  first  of  which  Is  the  skin  and 
spar  facility  of  965,000  square  feet.  This  Is  now  complete  and 
In  production  with  250  employees  on  site.  The  second  building 
of  432,000  square  feet  Is  due  to  be  coniplete  In  June  of  this 
year  and  will  be  the  workplace  for  300  employees  who  will 
manufacture  coi^joslte  aircraft  parts.  The  additional  three 
phases  of  this  project  will  be  developed  over  the  next  twenty 
years  depending  on  business  conditions  and  market  demand.  The 
maximum  potential  site  population  would  be  about  11,500 
employees. 

He  feel  that  the  existing  state  highway  and  county  arterial 
system  serving  East  Pierce  County,  and  the  Frederlckson  area  In 
particular,  Is  largely  Inadequate  to  meet  current  and  future 
transportation  requirements.  We  concur  with  Pierce  Counties 
determination  that  the  construction  of  a  "Cross  Base  Highway" 
should  be  a  high  transportation  priority. 

It  Is  our  understanding  that  the  engineers  and  planners 
estimate  the  cost  of  this  project  at  approximately  $45 
million.  The  road  would  carry  traffic  on  two  or  three  lanes  In 

m\\  diroctlon  and  yauld  relieve  euppsnt  Hm  t^mMn  a^ 

1-5  and  the  Washington  512  Interchange.  It  would  also  relieve 
pressure  on  Pacific  Avenue  between  Sp&naway  and  Washington 
512.  In  addition,  the  Cross  Base  Highway  would  greatly  Improve 
access  to  1-5  from  Eastern  and  Southern  Pierce  County. 
Planners  estimate  that  45.000  cars  per  day  would  use  the  road. 
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Tilt  Honorable  Hiks  Kre1d1»r 
Page  Tvo 

A  cofflpelllng  trguRiBnt  can  ba  mads  for  the  Cross  Bait  Highway 
based  upon  current  needs.  However,  future  growth  and  the 
potential  for  economic  development  In  East  Pierce  County  Is 

freat,  as  evidenced  by  our  plant  at  Frederlckson,  the  Port  of 
acooa's  expanding  industrial  park  and  the  proposed  Cascadia 
developnant.  East  Pierce  County  is  one  of  the  only  areas  in 
the  County  which  has  available  land  for  light  and  heavv 
nanufacturl ng  facilities.  Most  of  East  Pierce  County  is  also 
contained  within  the  County's  Urban  Growth  Area,  which  will 
attenpt  to  concentrate  economic  developnent  and  growth  to 
Identified  geographic  areas  of  the  County.  He  believe  the 
proposed  Cross  Base  Highway  Is  a  crucial  elenent  of  the 
County's  econonlc  developnent  future.  If  we  do  not  Invest  In 
our  Infrastructure,  new  econonlc  developnent  opportunities  and 
expansions  will  not  be  realized. 

With  an  expanding  Puget  Sound  population  base,  and  severely 
congested  roads  and  highwavs  In  East  Pierce  County,  the  Cross 
Base  Highway  should  be  a  high  transportation  priority. 


Sincere 


.  T.  Lewis 
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CITY  OF  PUYALLUP 


Municipal  AdmlnistraUon  Building 

818  West  Pioneer 

Puyallup.  WA  98371 

206/841-4321  ._-,,„ 


OFFICE  OF  THE  >L\YOR 


March  23,    1993 


CongresBinan  Hike  Kreldlttr 

Kinth  District  SENT  BY  MAIL  AND  FAX 

1535  liongworth  House  office  Bldg. 

Washington  D.C.  20515 

RS:   CASCADE  CORRIDOR  HIGHWAY  IMPROV2KEKTS 

Dear  Congressnulli'^eidler: 

The  City  of  Puyallup  strongly  supports  the  "Cascade 
Corridor"  highway  improvenents  and  specifically  the  State 
Route  167  extension  to  Interstate  5.   Beyond  the  obvious 
transportation  improvements  value,  these  improvements  would 
open  up  the  Puyallup  valley  and  the  south  end  of  the  Kent- 
Auburn  valley  for  economic  and  jobs  development. 

The  "Cascade  Corridor"  areas  are  largely  planned, 
zoned,  served  with  water  and  sewer,  —  ready  to  go  ~  but 
essentially  "landlocked"  without  a  direct  1-5  connection. 
NO  other  roads  project  in  our  area  could  bring  about  as 
large  a  transportation  and  economic  benefit  as  the  Cascade 
Corridor  improvements. 


Thank  you  for  your  support, 
may  be  of  furth^  assistance. 


Please  let  us  Icnov  how  we 


ITACK  PARRISH 
Mayor 


1254 


Ck 


1ACOMA-FIERCE  COUNTy  CHAMBER  OF  COMMERCE 


March  23,  1993 


Congressman  Mike  Kreldler 

1535  Longworbh  Hoase  Office  BIdg. 

Washington,  DC  20515 

Deeu:  Mr.  Kreldler: 

Please  be  advised  of  the  Tacoma-Plerce  County  Chamber's 
continuing  support  for  transportation  Improvements  that 
will  reduce  traffic  congestion  and  Increase  commerce  for 
our  community. 

Our  Board  of  Directors  has  Identified  four  Improvements  as 
top  priorities: 

SR-167  Eztensloa  from  SR-161  to  1-5 

SR-509  Cross -Tldeflats  Expressway 

176th  St.  Extension  (Crossbase  Highway) 

Capacity  In^rovements  to  the  Narrotrs  Bridge  Crossing 

The  first  two  projects  would  greatly  enhance  economic 
development  of  the  "Cascade  Corridor"  and  the  Port  of 
Tacoma,  Pierce  County's  economic  heart.  The  Crossbase 
Highway  would  provide  needed  transportation  access  to  the 
growing  Industrial  center  In  Fraderlckson . 

These  priorities  have  been  further  supported  by  community 
consensus  In  the  recommendations  of  the  recently-adopted 
Pierce  County  Transportation  Plan. 

Slncorely, 

Paul  A.  Bills 

Area  Councils  Manager 


aOMORC  AVENUE,  sum  Sd  POBOX  isn  TACOMA.  MA  MOI 
FHONK  306-627.2IA  FAX  206-597-730$ 

AcaaxiBiYTMEaMusxorcoMiaaaFnciiMnDSTOB 
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Puyallup  Area  Chamber  of  Commerce 

322  -  2nd  St.  S.W.' P.O.  Box  1298' PuyaUup.WA 98371  •  l206)WS-6765  ■  FAX  (206)  848-6164 

1-800-6;M-2334 


Narnh    22,     1993 


Con«re88man  Mike  Kre Idler 
1535  Longworth 
Wni!ihin«f.on,  D.C  20515 


Dear  Congressman  Kreidleri 

The  Puyallup  Area  Chamber  of  Commerce  has  been  actively  involved  In 
the  transportation  priorities  in  the  east  Pierce  County  area.  The 
extf^rmion  of  SR167  through  th«  Puyallup/Plfe  valley  has  been  a  #1 
priority  for  the  past  several  years. 

Th«  SR167,  S09,  181  pro.ieoto  that  will  link  to  1-5  io  valuable  to 
the  area.  As  industry  moves  from  the  Kent  Valley  down  the  167 
corridor  the  next  area  to  be  impacted  will  be  the  Puyallup,  Fife. 
Sumnrr  valley.  Combinf!  t.h  1 B  growth  pattern  with  the  purposed  raort 
facility  in  Fife,  the  general  population  growth  of  Pierce  County, 
Jind  congestion,  the  ultimate  result  ia  gridlock. 

The  "Cascade  Transportation  Corridor"  is  the  key  to  unlock  the 
fulupe  gridlock  and  eoonomio  development  of  the  Pu.vallup  Valle.v. 
r  havH  attached  the  RoatU  and  Transportation  priorities  for  1993, 
Please  note  that  these  priorities  have  been  supported  by  the 
Oovernmcnt  Affairs  Committee,  Community  Development  Committee, 
officers  and  directorn  of  th«  board. 

We  represent  the  largest  buatnf^Ha  orgnnlsation  in  the  east  Pierce 
County  area,  serving  the  cities  of  Sumner,  Milton,  Fife,  Puyallup 
and  Ortlng  and  unincorporated  North  Hill,  South  Hill.  Graham,  and 
Sunm  i  t /Fredrickson . 

If  there  are  any  adHitional  qiinntiona  pleaoe  feel  free  to  contact 
me. 


Sinoerely, 

Paula  J.  Braaten 
C.K.O. 

too  ^edvu  9f  4€Wiee  U  6uAim€4*  tutd  eammtuue^ 


1256 


2.  ROADS  AND  TRANSPORTATION  (in  priority  order): 

1.  Raoetrack  related  improvenentB  to  county,  city,  and  state 
roads.  The  Racetraok  in  the  Fife  area  is  a  strongly 
supported  business  within  the  Puyaliup/Fife  area.  The 
roads  will  need  widening,  Improvements i  and  extensions  to 
serve  this  facility.  The  econonio  impact  of  the 
Racetrack  area  will  help  fund  these  improvements  and  the 
related  extension  of  SR  167,  1-5,  and  SR  509. 

2.  1-5/  SR  167  Interchange.  This  area  will  be  greatly 
impacted  by  the  Fife  Racetrack  and  is  presently  needed  in 
conjunction  with  the  SR  609  interchange  and  the  extension 
of  SR  167  through  the  Fife/Puyallup  Valley.  With  the 
growth  in  the  Eastern  Pierce  County  corridor  and  the  need 
to  alleviate  through  traffic  in  Puyallup  this  projiect  has 
been  and  continues  to  be  one  of  the  top  priorities. 

3.  The  cross^base  freeway  connection  to  connect  Kredrickson 
with  1-5.  This  new  freeway  is  sorely  needed  in  the 
expanding  Fredrickson  area  by  both  businesses  and 
retiidents. 

4.  Improvements  to  Canyon  Road  are  imperative  including 
extension  to  the  south.  An  additional  north-south 
corridor  approximately  along  the  70th  Ave.  East  alignment 
is  needed  and  should  be  planned  as  soon  as  possible. 

5.  32nd.  St.  interchange  at  SR  167.  This  Interchange  has 
been  on  the  priority  list  for  several  years.  With  th« 
increase  in  the  Sumner  Industrial  Park  and  growth  in  the 
area  it  is  imperative  that  this  project  be  completed. 

6.  8th  Street  -  SR  167  interchange.  With  the  new  Henderson 
Homes  development  of  Lakeland,  this  interchange  is  needed 
to  relieve  congestion  in  the  Sumner/Lake  Tapps  area. 

3.  GROWTH  MANAGEMENT 

Any  iHgisiation  should  reflect  an  attitude  that  growth  should  be 
managed  while  preserving  individual  property  rights. 

4 .  RDUCATION 

Th«  Chamber  takes  great  prldo  in  support  of  Education  2000  --  Work 
Force  preparation.  We  are  one  of  four  chambers  in  Washington  State 
thnt  is  recognised  by  the  U.S.  Chamber  as  supporters  of  the 
Education  2000  concept  by  which  business,  schools,  state,  and  city 
work  toKcther  to  educate  yoMth  and  establish  our  future  in 
buHiness. 
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Kidder 

Mathews 

&  Segner  Inc 


ONCOR  INTE  RN  AGONAL 
WorlOwiac  nect  Istaie  Semicei 


FOR  SALE 

THE  PARK  IN  PUYALLUP 

A  Planned  191  Acre  Business/Retail  Cenfer 

lndustrial/Commercial/Si(es: 

10  to  76  Acres 


Feafures: 

•  Fully  entitled  and  serviced  sites  ready  for 
Corporate  Campus,  Manufacturing, 
Distribution,  Office,  Retail  end  othier 
commercial  uses. 

.    Immediate  freeway  access  and  future  freeway 
exposure. 

•  Cooperative  development  environment  in 
growtti-oriented  Puyollup-Pierce  County. 

•  Excellent  topogrophy  and  soils. 


in  Tacoma: 

David  B.  Douglas,  SIOR 

Jeffrey  S.  Lyon,  CCIM 

(206)  383-5693 


in  Seattle: 

Gordon  K.  Buchan,  SIOR 

Jerome  E.  hXathaws.  SIOR.  CCIhA 

(206)  248-7300 


*L«J  l»»U".  <,  r.o. n  s"ii«^<«  w*  d«m fatiolbl*  i'  t  piOv(rt»1  wilhoul  rmv  reprei.nlolion.  wo.ovity  or  ouQionlM  •«,-'«»*" '"  lnnplil«t  O'  » HI 


It,  ,lal»n...Ii..iti,,..-n,:.,„..„«peoi«  CONSUll  VOUO  AnorjNJV,  ACrOl/NIANI  0(3 OIHBJ P0OfbS9i>lAI  Anvi?OB 
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FOR  SALE        10-76  Acre  Commorcial/lndustrial  Sites 


Davfa  B.  Doiiglas,  SlOi 

J»lfr0yS.  Lyon.  COM 

(S0i)363-U93 


Gordon  K.  Buchan,  SOR 

Jtomt  S.  Methews.  SIOIi,caM 

(a06>  248-7300 


THE  PARK  IN  PUYALLUP 

SBC  2Z  T  ION.  R  4a  WJl 
Cmr  OF  PUYALLUP,  FIEKCE  COUNTir,  WA 


Parctte  are  casity  and  ((vicklj  divisibit 
through  Puyallap'*  Buildiai  Site  Plan  Ord 


Bob  Jean 
Cny  of  Puyallup 
City  Manager 


Iha  Potk  In  Puyallup'  wiMbethe  n»xt  rrtq/tor  employment  center  for  our  city. 
Puyakip  offers  companies  o  productive  tabor  force,  o  quallly  Ifestyle  for 
employees,  a  pro  tiusines  envtrxvryent.  one)  a  great  view  of  Moui\i  Rainier. ' 


Mike  Ccney 
City  of  Puyallup 
Director  of  Planning  and 
Community  Development 


7onlng  and  hfrasinjchire  ore  h  place.  Wo  see  The  Portr'  as  art  ideal 
development  site  and  ore  onxtow  to  see  It  become  a  success,  ihis  ciYs 
plannha  staff  Is  eager  to  assist  companies  to  locate  In  The  Paik  In 
Puyohip'.' 
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Mr.  Carr.  Do  I  understand  that  you  are  pointing  out  to  us  a 
couple  of  problems,  but  you  think  most  of  these  could  be  funded 
through  the  normal  formula  program? 

Mr.  Kreidler.  I  would  certainly  prefer  all  three  of  these  to  be 
line  items,  but  being  realistic  about  it,  understanding  the  process 
and  the  Chair's  own  preference  to  avoid  such  line  item  actions,  I 
would  certainly  think  that  I  am  optimistic  that  because  of  the  pri- 
ority of  these  projects  that  they  will  take  place  through  the  usual 
process. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  would  just  tell  the  gentleman  that  we  would  love  to 
fully  fund  ISTEA,  but  one  of  the  problems  we  are  having  is  that 
currently  there  is  not  enough  revenue  to  fully  fund  ISTEA.  The 
commitment  of  this  committee  to  governors  and  to  mayors  and  the 
construction  industry  is  to  try  to  assure  a  steady  level  of  funding 
for  transportation  infrastructure  investment.  As  we  look  out  on  the 
horizon,  we  don't  know  where  we're  going  to  get  the  dollars  to 
make  this  happen. 

The  President  has  announced  that  he  would  support  returning 
the  2.5  cents  that  is  presently  being  used  for  deficit  reduction  back 
to  the  highway  trust  fund.  But  that  doesn't  occur  until  October  of 
1995.  The  General  Accounting  Office  tells  us  that  the  highway 
trust  fund  will  go  into  a  negative  situation  in  about  1996. 

So  we  have  to  manage  our  resources  fairly  carefully.  If  we  fully 
fund  ISTEA  this  year  and  next  year,  we  are  going  to  be  out  of  luck 
and  out  of  cash  come  1996.  We  have  to  be  very,  very  careful. 

They  also  don't  know  what  the  impact  of  the  BTU  tax  will  be  on 
driving.  That  may  further  depress  the  revenues  into  the  trust  fund. 
Then  beyond  that,  it  seems  the  Administration  wants  to  exempt  al- 
ternative fuels  from  the  BTU  tax.  They  are  already  exempt  from 
the  trust  fund,  as  you  know.  So  that  produces  a  powerful  market 
incentive,  which  may  further  rob  the  trust  fund  of  revenues  down- 
stream. 

We're  trying  to  do  the  best  we  can.  We  appreciate  your  coming 
by  and  telling  us  about  the  needs  of  your  constituents. 

The  gentleman  from  Virginia? 

Mr.  Wolf.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Welcome. 

Are  the  two  projects  authorized? 

Mr.  Kreidler.  They  are  currently  not  at  this  present  time,  but 
there  is  high  optimism  in  the  local  region  that  will  make  the  deci- 
sion, which  is  the  Puget  Sound  Regional  Council  of  Governments 
which  will  make  the  priority  choices.  They  are  very  optimistic.  The 
communities  directly  affected  are  very  optimistic  about  their  being 
selected. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Are  you  going  before  any  other  appropriations  sub- 
committee for  either  of  these?  The  reason  I  ask  is  that  the  one 
looks  like  DOD  with  those  bases.  Are  you  looking  to  any  other  ap- 
propriations? 

Mr.  Kreidler.  No,  I  haven't.  Part  of  the  problem  with  the  cross- 
base  highway  is  that  DOD  probably  would  take  the  position  of 
saying  that  if  we  want  to  do  this  they  would  provide  the  land,  but 
that  it  is  not  something  critical  to  their  mission. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Does  it  go  through  the  military  base? 
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Mr.  Kreidler.  It  does.  It  takes  property  that  is  part  of  the  mili- 
tary base. 

Back  when  Fort  Lewis  was  formed  it  had  the  Army  Air  Corps 
there  and  then  the  Air  Force  base  broke  off  when  the  Air  Force 
became  a  separate  branch.  So  they  are  contiguous.  This  would  es- 
sentially wind  its  way  between  them  as  effectively  as  possible  with- 
out broaching  either  property  any  more  than  the  other.  Both 
branches  were  very  careful  to  be  sure  that  no  one  lost  more  proper- 
ty than  the  other  one. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Kreidler.  I  certainly  thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you  for  being  here.  I  look  forward  to  working 
with  you. 


Thursday,  April  1,  1993. 

UNITED  STEELWORKERS  OF  AMERICA 

WITNESSES 

HON.  WILLIAM  J.  COYNE,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 
COMMONWEALTH  OF  PENNSYLVANIA 

LYNN  R.  WILLIAMS,  PRESIDENT,  UNITED  STEELWORKERS  OF  AMERICA 

WILLIAM   S.    BROWN,   III,   CHAIRMAN   OF   THE   BOARD,   MAGLEV,   INC., 
PITTSBURGH,  PENNSYLVANIA 

Mr.  Carr.  Our  next  witness  is  Congressman  Bill  Coyne  from 
Pennsylvania.  I  am  going  to  allow  you  to  make  the  introductions. 

Mr.  Coyne.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  want  to  thank  you  and  the  committee  for  the  opportunity  to  be 
here  in  support  of  President  Clinton's  proposal  for  investment  in 
maglev  technology  and  to  have  the  opportunity  to  present  to  the 
committee  two  of  my  constituents  from  the  Pittsburgh  area,  Lynn 
Williams,  who  is  the  president  of  the  International  Brotherhood  of 
Steelworkers,  and  Mr.  Bill  Brown,  who  is  chairman  of  Maglev,  In- 
corporated. 

I  know  we  are  limited  in  the  time  we  have  for  testimonies,  so  I 
will  let  Lynn  and  Bill  testify  here. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Williams.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman  and  Mr. 
Wolf,  for  hearing  us  today.  We  appreciate  this  very  much. 

I  come  before  you  with  high  hopes  and  real  optimism  for  our  Na- 
tion's economic  future.  President  Clinton  has  challenged  us  all  to  a 
bold  new  era  of  change,  a  change  where  America  must  take  control 
of  its  economic  destiny.  Now  is  the  time  to  invest  in  our  people,  our 
neighborhoods,  our  towns  and  cities,  and  all  regions  of  the  country 
to  ensure  a  better  future  for  all  Americans. 

As  President  Clinton  recommended  in  his  comprehensive  eco- 
nomic plan,  which  was  further  reiterated  in  Secretary  Pena's  state- 
ment, there  is  need  for  the  country  to  move  forward  in  appl5dng 
high-speed  rail  and  maglev  technology  to  our  ground  transporta- 
tion needs.  I  strongly  support  the  President  and  the  Administra- 
tion in  this  belief,  and  particularly  the  Steelworkers  request  your 
support  of  the  Maglev,  Incorporated  program  in  Pennsylvania. 
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In  Pennsylvania,  we  have  developed  a  true  public/ private/ labor 
partnership  completely  committed  to  making  maglev  a  reality. 
This  public/private/labor  coalition  cannot  be  understated.  Maglev, 
Incorporated  is  the  only  high-speed  ground  transportation  project 
in  America  to  have  the  unique  distinction  of  having  unions  as 
actual  owners  of  the  corporation  and  coequal  partners,  including 
the  United  Steelworkers  of  America  and  the  Building  and  Con- 
struction Trades  Council.  It  is  the  only  project  of  its  kind  to  be  for- 
mally endorsed  by  the  National  AFL-CIO  and  the  Pennsylvania 
United  Transportation  Union. 

As  members  of  the  Appropriations  Subcommittee  on  Transporta- 
tion, you  will  be  making  significant  decisions  that  will  largely  de- 
termine the  future  of  transportation  itself  and  the  role  that  trans- 
portation plays  in  the  Nation's  overall  economy.  I  know  some  of 
these  decisions  are  very  difficult.  However,  as  long  as  we  focus  on  a 
long-range  perspective,  I  am  confident  that  the  right  decisions  will 
be  made. 

We  can  look  to  high-speed  rail  as  a  perfect  example  of  technology 
that  is  both  a  mode  of  transportation  as  well  as  an  economic  devel- 
opment project.  The  Administration  has  proposed  $140  million  for 
high-speed  ground  transportation  in  the  budget  for  fiscal  year  1994, 
a  total  of  $1.3  billion  over  fiscal  years  1994  to  1998.  The  USWA 
fully  supports  the  President  in  investment  and  development  of 
high-speed  rail,  and  specifically  maglev. 

The  results  of  this  partnership  are  that  maglev  is  no  longer  just 
an  idea  but  is  on  the  verge  of  reality.  For  instance,  Maglev,  Incor- 
porated in  Pennsylvania  has  completed  efforts  for  a  demonstration 
project  which  is  part  of  a  larger  regional  design  and  could  be  man- 
ufactured, constructed,  tested,  and  commercially  hauling  passen- 
gers in  3.5  to  4  years.  More  importantly,  the  Pennsylvania  project 
would  also  provide  a  manufacturing  facility  along  with  a  test  facili- 
ty that  could  be  utilized  for  other  maglev  developments  and 
projects  across  the  country  and  around  the  world. 

The  terrific  part  of  this  plan  is  that  operation  of  this  demonstra- 
tion project  would  pay  for  its  own  operating  costs  at  a  minimum 
and  hopefully  even  pay  for  some  of  the  capital  investment.  More- 
over, the  maglev  demonstration  project  in  Pennsylvania  is  ready  to 
be  built  now. 

Studies  indicate  that  the  raw  materials — coal,  steel,  aluminum, 
copper,  et  cetera — manufacture  of  the  system,  including  all  the 
components,  subcomponents,  construction  operations,  and  mainte- 
nance of  the  system,  will  create  70,000  to  100,000  new  jobs  as  well 
as  spin-off  jobs  in  other  networks.  For  example,  a  double  track 
maglev  system  uses  a  ton  of  steel  per  foot. 

This  is  a  result  of  a  great  deal  of  foresight,  planning,  and  pru- 
dent investment  thus  far  by  this  unique  public /private /labor  part- 
nership. The  State  of  Pennsylvania  has  invested  $4  million  study- 
ing various  projects  and  has  recommended  that  future  investments 
should  be  in  maglev.  This  technology  choice  has  been  developed  at 
an  estimated  total  cost  of  more  than  $2  billion  over  a  20-year 
period  industry-wide. 

The  Maglev,  Incorporated  demonstration  project  in  Pennsylvania 
should  not  be  viewed  in  regional  terms  only.  Over  and  above  the 
fact  that  the  Pennsylvania  maglev  project  is  ready  for  construction, 
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more  fundamentally  it  represents  an  opportunity  far  beyond  an  ef- 
ficient transportation  system.  The  opportunity  is  for  the  United 
States  to  become  the  world  leader  in  a  technology  that  will  be  used 
world-wide  some  day. 

Maglev  is  the  perfect  example  of  technology  that  can  provide  an 
efficient  mode  of  transportation  in  the  short-run,  and  be  the  basis 
of  the  manufacturing  industry  in  the  long-run. 

There  is  a  lot  of  talk  about  competitiveness  these  days  and  how 
America  can  compete  in  a  global  economy.  High-speed  rail,  and 
maglev  in  particular,  is  the  kind  of  technology  where  America 
must  compete  successfully. 

Building  the  maglev  demonstration  project  means  creating  jobs 
in  the  short-term  as  well  as  an  efficient  mode  of  transportation. 
But  developing  the  manufacturing  base  for  maglev  technology 
means  creating  permanent  jobs  in  the  long-run,  which  is  vital  to 
our  future  economic  growth. 

Further,  the  Pennsylvania  project  represents  the  embodiment  of 
the  Federal  dollars  that  were  invested  in  the  1970s  and  the  1980s 
for  the  development  of  high-speed  rail.  The  evolution  of  high-speed 
rail  is  continuing  world-wide. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  ask  you  to  help  us  regain  the  lead  that  will 
build  a  new  labor  base  in  the  United  States.  We  are  not  asking  for 
funding  for  pure  technical  research.  Instead,  we  are  asking  for  ap- 
plication engineering  funding. 

For  all  these  reasons,  we  strongly  believe  Maglev,  Incorporated 
will  develop  a  new  industrial  base  and  a  network  of  high-speed 
maglev  systems  to  connect  regional  centers  and  cities  with  ports, 
airports,  transit  systems,  and  long-distance  rail  systems  and  will  in- 
tegrate the  rail  system  with  economic  development. 

Thank  you  very  much. 

[The  prepared  statements  of  the  Hon.  Coyne  and  Mr.  Williams 
follow:] 
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THE  HONORABLE  WH^LIAM  J.  COYNE 

TESTIMONY  FOR  THE 

HOUSE  APPROPRIATIONS  COMMITTEE 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  TRANSPORTATION 

APRIL  1,  1993 

Mr.  Chairman,  Members  of  the  Subcommittee,  thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  express  my 
support  for  President  Clinton's  proposal  to  fund  an  American  investment  in  Maglev  and  High 
Spe«d  Rail. 

I  am  also  pleased  to  introduce  Lynn  Williams,  International  President  of  the  United 
Steelworkers  of  America,  and  William  Brown,  Chairman  of  MagLev  Inc.,  who  share  the 
President's  vision  of  developing  a  United  States'  maglev  and  high  speed  rail  system. 

In  his  preliminary  budget  release,  entitled  "A  Vision  of  Change  for  America,"  President 
Clinton  identified  investment  in  maglev  and  high  speed  rail  as  part  of  his  Administration's 
infrastructure  investment  program.  Under  the  category  of  "What  We  Must  Now  Do,"  the 
Administration  noted  that  "Maglev  and  high-speed  rail  systems  can  meet  the  transportation  needs 
of  several  of  the  nation's  high-density  corridors.  These  systems  could  relieve  congestion, 
improve  air  quality,  reduce  consumption  of  petroleum-based  fuels  and  improve  safety." 

I  support  the  Administration's  request  for  total  increased  outlays  of  $646  million  over 
1994-1997.  It  is  my  hope  that  the  Members  of  this  Subcommittee  will  also  lend  their  support 
to  President  Clinton's  funding  request. 

My  support  for  maglev  and  high-speed  rail  is  not  limited  to  this  request  for  direct  federal 
funding.  I  have  introduced  legislation  this  year  to  provide  state  and  local  governments  with 
greater  flexibility  to  use  tax-exempt  financing  for  the  construction  of  high  speed  rail  facilities. 
This  proposal  was  also  made  part  of  the  Clinton  Administration's  national  investment  program 
for  transportation.  This  bill,  H.R.928,  will  put  high  speed  rail  facilities  on  an  equal  footing  with 
airports  and  docks  which  currently  have  unrestricted  access  to  tax-exempt  financing. 

Mr.  Chairman,  Members  of  the  Subcommittee,  my  interest  in  maglev  and  high  speed  rail 
has  grown  over  the  years  in  response  to  the  significant  work  being  done  in  Pittsburgh  to  develop 
an  efficient  and  cost-effective  maglev  rail  system.  I  am  convinced  that  MagLev  Inc.  has  a 
realistic  and  fiscally  workable  plan  to  develop  an  American  maglev  manufacturing  base. 

It  is  important  to  note  that  maglev  is  a  United  States  developed  technology,  but  that  our 
country  has  allowed  other  nations  to  move  ahead  of  us  in  commercializing  this  work.  I  have 
learned  how  far  the  United  States  has  fallen  behind  Germany,  France  and  Japan  in  this  effort, 
but  I  have  also  been  impressed  by  the  great  strides  being  made  by  MagLev  Inc.  to  catch  up  with 
and  pass  our  foreign  competitors. 

Maglev  Inc.  is  ready  to  develop  and  construct  a  maglev  demonstration  project  in 
Pittsburgh,  but  this  project  is  only  the  first  step  in  a  planned  regional  maglev  system  serving 
Pennsylvania,  West  Virginia  and  Ohio.  As  such,  the  Maglev  Inc.  proposal  is  in  no  way 
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comparable  to  the  efforts  of  the  Allegheny  County  Port  Authority  to  provide  improved  busway 
service  between  residential  neighborhoods  of  Pittsburgh  and  the  jobs  availatsle  at  the  new 
Pittsburgh  International  Airport.  MagLev  Inc.  is  committed  to  developing  a  manufacturing 
technology  base  which  will  make  Pittsburgh  and  the  Tri-State  area  the  leader  in  high  speed  rail 
development. 

The  AFL-CIO  and  unions  such  as  the  United  Steelworkers  of  America  have  endorsed 
MagLev  Inc.'s  efforts  because  labor  understands  the  potential  maglev  can  play  in  re-invigorating 
our  country's  manufacturing  base.    The  Clinton  Administration  also  understands  this  fact. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  make  one  final  point  before  I  introduce  Lynn  Williams  and  Bill 
Brown.  I  support  MagLev  Inc.'s  proposal  to  develop  a  maglev  demonstration  project  in 
Pittsburgh  because  I  believe  the  team  assembled  in  western  Pennsylvania  is  the  best  qualified. 
The  Commonwealth  of  Pennsylvania  has  made  a  similar  judgement  and  has  already  appropriated 
$2  million  in  state  funds  for  MagLev  Inc.  This  commitment  of  state  resources  was  made  at  a 
time  when  Pennsylvania  was  also  being  forced  to  prioritize  its  budget. 

I  am  convinced  that  MagLev  Inc.  is  uniquely  prepared  to  compete  for  and  win  any 
competition  to  develop  a  maglev  prototype.  Still,  I  want  to  emphasize  that  my  support  for  the 
United  States  developing  a  maglev  rail  system  is  based  on  my  belief  that  this  effort  is  in  our 
national  economic  self-interest. 

Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you  again  for  this  opportunity  to  appear  before  the  Subcommittee. 
I  am   now  pleased   to  introduce  Lynn   Williams,   International   President  of  the  United 
Steelworkers  of  America,  and  William  Brown,  Chairman  of  MagLev  Inc. 

mMft 
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TESTIMONY  OF  LYNN  R.WILLIAMS,  PRESIDENT 
THE  UNITED  STEELWORKERS  OF  AMERICA 

BEFORE  THE 

U.S.  HOUSE  APPROPRIATIONS  SUBCOMMITTEE  ON 

TRANSPORTATION 


Mr.  Chairman,  Members  of  the  Committee,  I  thank  you  on  behalf  of  the  United 
Steelworkers  of  America  for  the  opportunity  to  appear  before  you  today.  I  come  before 
you  today  with  high  hopes  and  real  optimism  for  our  Nation's  economic  future. 
President  Clinton  has  challenged  us  all  to  a  bold  new  era  of  change  --  a  change  where 
America  must  take  control  of  its  economic  destiny.  Now  is  the  time  to  invest  in  our  pet^le, 
our  neighborhoods,  our  towns  and  cities,  in  all  regions  of  the  Country  to  ensure  a  better 
future  for  all  Americans. 

As  President  Clinton  recommended  in  his  comprehensive  economic  plan  which 
was  further  reiterated  in  Secretary  Pena's  statement,  there  is  a  need  for  the  Country  to 
move  forward  in  applying  high-speed  rail  and  MAGLEV  technology  to  our  ground 
transportation  needs.  I  strongly  support  the  President  and  the  Administration  in  this  belief. 
In  particular,  the  USWA  requests  your  support  of  the  MAGLEV,  Inc.  program  in 
Pennsylvania. 

In  Pennsylvania,  we  have  developed  a  true  public-private-labor  partnership, 
completely  committed  to  making  MAGLEV  a  reality.  This  public-private-labor  coalition 
cannot  be  understated.  MAGLEV,  Inc.  is  the  only  high-speed  ground  transportation 
project  in  America  to  have  the  unique  distinction  of  having  unions  as  actual  owners  of  the 
corporation  and  co-equal  partners,  including  the  United  Steelworkers  of  America  and  the 
Building  and  construction  Trades  Council.  It  is  the  only  project  of  its  kind  to  be  formally 
endorsed  by  the  National  AFL-CIO  and  the  Pennsylvania  UTU. 
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As  Members  of  the  Appropriations  Subcommittee  on  Transportation,  you  will  be 
making  significant  decisions  that  will  largely  determine  the  future  of  transportation  itself 
and  the  role  that  transportation  plays  in  the  Nation's  overall  economy.  I  know  some  of 
these  decisions  are  very  difficult.  However,  as  long  as  we  focus  on  a  long-range 
perspective,  I  am  confident  the  right  decisions  will  be  made. 

We  can  look  to  high-speed  rail  as  a  perfect  example  of  technology  that  is  both  a 
mode  of  transportation  as  well  as  an  economic  development  project.  The  Administration 
has  proposed  a  $140  million  dollars  for  high-speed  ground  transportation  in  the  budget  for 
fiscal  year  1994  and  a  total  of  $1.3  billion  dollars  over  fiscal  years  1994-98.  The  USWA 
fully  supports  the  President  in  investment  and  development  of  high-speed  rail,  and 
specifically,  MAGLEV. 

The  results  of  this  f)artnership  are  that  MAGLEV  is  no  longer  just  an  idea  but  is  on 
the  verge  of  reality.  For  instance,  MAGLEV,  Inc.  in  Pennsylvania,  has  completed  efforts 
for  a  demonstration  project  which  is  part  of  a  larger  regional  design  —  and  could  be 
manufactured,  constructed,  tested  and  commercially  hauling  passengers  in  3  1/2  to  4  years! 
More  importantly,  the  Pennsylvania  project  would  also  provide  a  manufacturing  facility 
along  with  the  test  facility  that  could  be  utilized  for  other  MAGLEV  developments  and 
projects  across  the  Country  and  around  the  world. 

The  terrific  part  of  this  plan  is  that  operation  of  this  demonstration  project  would 
pay  for  its  own  operating  costs,  at  a  minimum,  and  hopefully  even  pay  for  some  of  the 
capital  investment.  Moreover,  the  MAGLEV  demonstration  project  in  Pennsylvania  is 
ready  to  be  built  now. 
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Studies  indicate  that  the  raw  materials  -  coal,  steel,  aluminum,  copper,  etc., 
manufacture  of  the  system  (including  all  of  the  components,  sub-components, 
construction,  operations,  and  the  maintenance  of  the  system)  will  create  70,000  to  100,000 
new  jobs  as  well  as  spin-off  jobs  in  other  networks.  For  example,  a  double-track 
MAGLEV  system  uses  one  ton  of  steel  per  foot. 

This  is  a  result  of  a  great  deal  of  foresight,  planning,  and  prudent  investment  thus 
far  by  this  unique  public-private-labor  partnership.  The  State  of  Pennsylvania  has  invested 
$4  million  dollars  studying  various  projects  and  has  recommended  that  future  investment 
should  be  in  MAGLEV.  This  technology  choice  has  been  developed  at  an  estimated  total 
cost  of  more  than  $2  billion  dollars  over  a  twenty-year  period  industry-wide. 

The  MAGLEV,  Inc.  demonstration  project  in  Pennsylvania  should  not  be  viewed  in 
regional  terms  only.  Over  and  above  the  fact  that  the  Pennsylvania  MAGLEV  project  is 
ready  for  construction,  more  fundamentally  it  represents  an  opportunity  far  beyond  an 
efficient  transportation  system.  The  opportunity  is  for  the  United  States  to  become  the 
world  leader  in  a  technology  that  will  be  used  world-wide  someday.  MAGLEV  is  the 
perfect  example  of  technology  that  can  provide  an  efficient  mode  of  transportation  in  the 
short-run  and  be  the  basis  of  a  manufacturing  industry  in  the  long-run. 

There  is  a  lot  of  talk  about  competitiveness  these  days  and  how  America  can 
compete  in  the  global  economy.  High-speed  rail  and  MAGLEV,  in  particular,  is  the  kind 
of  technology  where  America  must  compete  successfully. 
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Building  the  MAGLEV  demonstration  project  means  creating  jobs  in  the  short  term 
as  well  as  an  efficient  mode  of  transportation.  But  developing  the  manufacturing  base  for 
MAGLEV  technology  means  creating  permanent  jobs  in  the  long  run  which  is  vital  to  our 
future  economic  growth. 

Further,  the  Pennsylvania  project  represents  the  embodiment  of  the  federal  dollars 
that  were  invested  in  the  1970's  and  the  1980's  for  the  development  of  high-speed  rail. 
The  evolution  of  high-speed  rail  is  continuing  worid-wide.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  ask  you  to 
help  us  regain  the  lead  that  will  build  a  new  labor  base  in  the  United  States.  We  are  not 
asking  for  funding  for  pure  technical  research.  Instead,  we  are  asking  for  application 
engineering  funding. 

For  all  these  reasons,  we  strongly  believe  MAGLEV,  Inc.  will  develop  a  new 
industrial  base  and  a  network  of  high-speed  MAGLEV  systems  to  connect  regional  centers 
and  cities  with  ports,  airports,  transit  systems  and  long-distance  rail  systems,  and  will 
integrate  the  rail  system  with  economic  development. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Committee,  I  thank  you. 
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Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  WiUiams. 

Mr.  Brown. 

Mr.  Brown.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Good  afternoon.  My  name  is  Bill  Brown,  and  I  am  chairman  of 
the  board  of  Maglev,  Incorporated,  a  Pittsburgh-based  company 
which  we  believe  is  the  only  maglev  public/private/labor  consorti- 
um in  the  country.  Ljrnn  has  spoken  well  on  the  organization  of 
that  and  we  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  appear  before  you  today. 

We  are  here  in  support  of  the  high-speed  ground  transportation 
programs  being  advanced  by  the  President  and  Administration.  In 
his  testimony  to  this  subcommittee  on  March  25th,  Secretary  of 
Transportation  Pena  expressed  the  need  for  proceed  with  the  ini- 
tial phases  of  a  maglev  prototjrpe  development  as  part  of  the  coun- 
try's long-term  commitment  to  providing  the  environmentally  sen- 
sitive mobility  we  will  need  to  compete  in  the  global  economy. 

The  President  has  asked  for  an  outlay  of  $646  million  for  maglev 
and  high-speed  rail  between  1994  and  1997  as  part  of  his  program 
for  economic  investment  in  America  in  addition  to  the  $750  million 
outlined  by  Congress  in  the  ISTEA  legislation  for  a  maglev  proto- 
type. We  are  asking  that  you  review  and  approve  our  request  for  a 
maglev  prototjrpe  and  that  that  request  be  funded.  We  feel  our 
project  is  the  appropriate  one  in  which  to  make  this  investment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  6  years  ago  Carnegie  Mellon  University  estab- 
lished a  high-speed  ground  transportation  center  in  Pittsburgh  in 
response  to  the  growing  transportation  crisis  in  the  United  States, 
which  has  become  immediately  and  clearly  evident.  It  had  also 
become  evident  that  the  capacity  of  the  highway  mode  and  the  air 
mode  cannot  be  expanded  enough  to  meet  the  travel  demands  of 
the  21st  century.  The  growing  congestion  in  these  modes  will 
create  intolerable  delays  and  economic  cost.  High-speed  ground 
transportation,  by  providing  an  alternative  for  trips  in  the  100  to 
600  mile  range  will  complement  the  other  modes  by  providing  an 
uncongested  alternative. 

The  center  became  aware  of  the  rapid  development  of  maglev 
technologies  and  recognized  that  the  future  of  the  high-speed  sys- 
tems would  be  highway  and  airport  oriented,  in  addition  to  helping 
to  revitalize  passenger  service  from  city  center  to  city  center.  Pitts- 
burgh's strategic  location,  midway  between  the  east  coast  and  the 
large  cities  in  the  midwest,  provides  a  unique  hub  opportunity. 

In  1988,  the  maglev  working  group  was  formed.  This  group  was 
again  a  public/private  partnership  which  included  private  firms, 
labor  unions,  governmental  representation  at  the  city,  county,  and 
State  level,  a  large  utility,  and  again  Carnegie  Mellon  University. 
The  preliminary  feasibility  study  concluded  that  a  regional  maglev 
system  is  feasible  and  could  create  a  maglev  industrial  base  in  the 
region  providing  maglev  systems  to  world  markets. 

In  1990,  the  working  group  formed  Maglev,  Incorporated.  This 
unique  corporation's  shareholders  include  a  cross  section  of  busi- 
ness, as  noted  above,  with  the  most  recent  addition  of  USAir,  gov- 
ernment, steelworkers,  building  trades,  and  academia. 

Our  first  task  was  to  complete  a  more  extensive  design,  develop- 
ment, and  demonstration  study  with  the  following  objectives:  plan 
the  mid-Atlantic  regional  system  connecting  Pittsburgh  to  West 
Virginia,  Ohio,  the  midwest,  the  east  coast,  as  well  as  other  cities 
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in  Pennsylvania;  develop  the  manufacturing  assembly  plan;  devel- 
op in  greater  detail  plans  and  an  environmental  overview  of  a  dem- 
onstration system  linking  downtown  Pittsburgh  with  the  new  Pitts- 
burgh International  Airport;  and  finally  develop  a  financing  plan 
for  the  system. 

Maglev,  Incorporated  is  currently  completing  this  study,  develop- 
ing conceptual  alignments,  cost  estimates,  and  performance  plans 
for  the  demonstration  system  and  the  regional  system.  This  demon- 
stration line  will  serve  to  prove  the  technology  under  commercial 
operation  and  to  establish  Pittsburgh  as  the  maglev  manufacturing 
center. 

In  addition,  the  demonstration  line  will  serve  as  the  critical  first 
link  in  the  regional  system  and  complement  other  existing  and 
planned  transportation  facilities  in  the  corridor.  The  line  will  link 
the  new  Pittsburgh  International  Airport  by  an  8-minute  ride  to 
Station  Square  near  downtown  Pittsburgh.  At  this  point,  passen- 
gers can  transfer  to  a  light  rail  system  and  subway,  buses,  perhaps 
traveling  on  exclusive  busways,  water  taxis,  taxis,  park-and-ride 
lots,  an  inclined  railroad  up  the  side  of  Mount  Washington,  or  walk 
to  downtown. 

We  have  selected  an  existing  technology  because  it  is  ready  to 
build  today.  We  will  Americanize  the  system  during  the  final 
design  and  it  will  be  built  with  American  labor  and  materials.  The 
demonstration  system  has  widespread  community  support,  includ- 
ing that  of  local  governments,  business,  labor,  the  academic  com- 
munity. State  Legislature,  and  the  Governor. 

The  estimated  cost  of  the  demonstration  system  is  $500  million 
to  $600  million,  well  within  the  amount  authorized  in  the  legisla- 
tion for  a  prototype  system.  The  total  economic  benefits  would  be 
$1  billion  to  $2  billion. 

We  believe  that  our  system  can  beat  the  ISTEA  requirement  of 
being  on  the  ground  and  running  within  6  years.  As  Mr.  Williams 
pointed  out,  perhaps  as  early  as  4  years  from  today.  Because  it  is  in 
an  existing  transportation  corridor,  the  demonstration  system  is 
forecasted  to  generate  enough  revenue  from  ridership  to  cover  its 
operating  and  maintenance  costs. 

Maglev,  Incorporated  is  prepared  to  expand  this  first  link  into  a 
fully  regional  system  serving  all  of  Pennsylvania,  West  Virginia, 
and  Ohio.  The  economic  model  developed  indicates  that  such  a 
system  would,  at  a  minimum,  cover  its  operating  and  maintenance 
costs  out  of  fare  box  revenue  and  bring  tremendous  economic  bene- 
fits to  the  region  by  creating  jobs  and  improving  mobility. 

A  ridership  model  previously  prepared  for  the  Pennsylvania 
High-Speed  Intercity  Rail  Passenger  Commission  indicates  that  de- 
pending on  fare  structure,  a  State-wide  system  would  carry  7  mil- 
lion to  15  million  passengers  annually.  Our  economic  model  fore- 
casted annual  revenues  of  approximately  $1  billion,  which  is  con- 
siderably more  than  the  projected  $400  million  annual  operating 
and  maintenance  costs. 

In  closing,  we  are  appreciative  of  the  support  for  the  high-speed 
ground  transportation  being  put  forth  by  the  Administration  and 
by  Congress.  We  look  forward  to  working  with  this  committee  and 
other  Members  of  Congress  to  establish  America's  leadership  in 
surface  transportation. 
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Thank  you  again  for  affording  us  this  opportunity  to  testify.  If 
you  have  any  questions  we  can  deal  with,  we  are  prepared  to  do  so. 
[The  joint  statement  of  Mr.  Brown  and  Mr.  Williams  follows:] 
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Joint  Testimony 

of 

William  S.  Brown  III,  Chairman,  MAGLEV,  Inc. 

Lynn  R.  Williams,  President,  United  Steelworkers  of  America 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  the  Committee,  good  afternoon.  My  name  is  Bill 
Brown  and  I  am  the  Chairman  of  the  Board  of  MAGLEV,  Inc.,  a  Pittsburgh  based 
company  which  we  believe  is  the  only  MAGLEV  public/private/labor  consortium  in  the 
country.  Mr.  Lynn  Williams,  President  of  the  United  Steelworkers  of  America,  is  also 
here  on  behalf  of  our  organization.  We  very  much  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  appear 
before  the  Committee. 

We  are  here  today  in  support  of  the  High  Speed  Ground  Transportation  (HSGT) 
programs  being  advanced  by  the  Administration  and  by  Congress.  In  his  testimony  to  this 
sub-committee  on  March  25,  1993,  Transportation  Secretary  Pena  expressed  the  need  to 
proceed  with  High  Speed  Rail  (HSR)  and  the  initial  phase  of  a  MAGLEV  prototype 
development  as  part  of  the  country's  long-term  commitment  to  providing  the 
environmentally  sensitive  mobility  we  will  need  to  compete  in  the  global  economy  of  the 
next  century.  The  President,  in  his  Comprehensive  Economic  Plan,  has  asked  for  an 
outlay  of  $646  million  for  MAGLEV  and  HSR  between  1994  and  1997  as  part  of  his 
program  for  economic  investment  in  America,  in  addition  to  the  $750  million  authorized  by 
Congress  in  the  ISTEA  legislation  for  a  MAGLEV  prototype.  We  are  asking  that  the 
Administration's  requests  for  HSR  and  MAGLEV  be  funded,  and  naturally,  we  feel  our 
project  is  the  only  logical  investment  choice  in  demonstrating  MAGLEV  technology.  Our 
project,  which  1  am  about  to  describe,  is  the  only  active  MAGLEV  project  geared  to  quickly 
bring  MAGLEV  manufacturing  and  technology  to  the  United  States,  and  as  such,  is  the 
only  one  endorsed  by  the  AFL-CIO. 

MAGLEV,  an  acronym  for  Magnetic  Levitation,  is  a  technology  that  many  people 
have  only  recently  become  aware.  MAGLEV,  Inc.,  however,  began  to  form  six  years  ago, 
when  Carnegie  Mellon  University  established  a  High  Speed  Ground  Transportation  Center 
in  Pittsburgh  in  response  to  the  growing  transportation  crisis  in  the  United  States.  While 
creating  a  database  on  HSGT  technologies  and  projects  around  the  world,  the  Center 
became  aware  of  the  rapid  development  in  MAGLEV  technologies  and  recognized  that  the 
future  of  HSGT  Systems  would  be  highway  and  airport  oriented  in  addition  to  helping  to 
revitalize  passenger  service  from  city  center  to  city  center.  With  Pittsburgh's  strategic 
location  midway  between  the  east  coast  and  the  large  cities  in  the  midwest,  planners  at  the 
Center  recognized  that  an  opportunity  existed  to  implement  an  HSGT  System  to  these 
regions  out  of  a  Rttsburgh  hub.  In  1988,  the  MAGLEV  Working  Group  was  formed. 
The  Group  was  a  unique  public-private  partnership  which  included  private  firms,  labor 
unions,  government  representation  at  the  City,  County,  and  State  level,  a  large  utility,  and 
the  university.  A  preliminary  feasibility  study  issued  be  the  Group  in  1990  concluded  that 
a  MAGLEV  system  linking  Pittsburgh  with  the  surrounding  region  is  feasible,  and  could 
create  a  MAGLEV  industrial  base  in  the  region,  providing  MAGLEV  Systems  to  world 
markets. 
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In  1990,  the  Working  Group  formed  MAGLEV,  Inc.  This  unique  corporation's 
shareholders  include  a  cross  section  of  businesses  (with  the  most  recent  addition  U.S.  Air), 
government,  steelworkers,  building  trades,  and  academia.  We  also  have  an  expression  of 
interest  from  Amtrak  concerning  the  possible  utilization  of  their  operating  and  maintenance 
experience.  The  first  task  of  the  corporation  was  to  complete  a  more  extensive  Design, 
Development  and  Demonstration  (DD&D)  Study  with  the  following  objectives: 

*  Plan  the  Mid-Atlantic  Regional  System  connecting  Pittsburgh  to  West  Virginia, 
Ohio,  the  midwest,  the  east  coast,  as  well  as  other  cities  in  Pennsylvania. 

*  Develop  a  fmancing  |^an  for  the  System. 

*  Develop  a  manufacturing  and  assembly  plan. 

*  Develop,  in  greater  detail,  plans  and  an  environmental  overview  of  a  Demonstration 
System  linking  downtown  Pittsburgh  and  the  new  Pittsburgh  International  Airport. 
The  Demonstration  System  will  prove  the  technology,  estaUish  the  Pittsburgh  Tri- 
State  Region  as  the  American  MAGLEV  manufacturing  base,  and  serve  as  the 
critical  first  link  in  the  Regional  System. 

After  rigorous  study  of  alternative  technologies,  MAGLEV  was  chosen  for  the 
system,  over  conventional  High  Speed  Rail  (HSR).  MAGLEV  is  high-speed  guided 
ground  transportation  which  depends  on  magnetic  forces  for  vehicle  suspension,  guidance 
and  propulsion.  It  operates  on  electricity,  making  it  clean  and  quiet.  It  is  also  safe,  £is  the 
MAGLEV  cars  wrap  around  an  elevated  guideway  and  cannot  derail.  The  capital  costs, 
approximately  $30  million  per  mile,  are  similar  to  those  of  new  highways,  but  the  system  is 
far  less  damaging  to  the  environment  HSR  systems  have  a  lower  capital  cost,  but  higher 
operating  and  maintenance  (O&M)  cost  Since  a  MAGLEV  system  has  no  friction  between 
vehicle  and  track  with  its  attendant  wear  and  tear,  long  term  maintenance  costs  will  be  low 
compared  to  other  rail  systems.  At  speeds  of  185  mph  or  more,.  MAGLEV  consumes 
32%  less  electricity  per  seat-mile  than  other  types  of  HSR.  MAGLEV  can  reach  its  top 
speed  of  300  mph  in  a  distance  of  3  miles,  compared  to  HSR  which  requires  15  miles  to 
reach  a  speed  of  190  miles.  This  ability  to  attain  higher  speeds  with  much  faster 
acceleration  than  HSR  will  increase  ridership  by  reducing  travel  times  and  allowing  more 
stops.  It  can  climb  much  steeper  grades  and  take  sharper  curves  than  HSR,  critical  factors 
in  the  rugged  terrain  in  our  area.  The  speed  of  such  a  system  (150  to  300  mph) 
complements  the  air  and  auto  modes  by  providing  a  desirable  alternative  for  trips  in  the  100 
to  600  mile  range.  Thus,  MAGLEV  can  be  used  to  link  airports  and  city  centers.  This  link 
will  ease  congestion  in  the  air  and  on  the  highway.  Air  travel  can  then  be  used  primarily 
for  long  trips,  for  which  it  is  most  efficient,  and  highways  can  similarly  serve  shorter  trips 
with  less  congestion. 

Once  MAGLEV  was  chosen  as  the  technology  for  the  system,  a  type  of  MAGLEV 
technology  had  to  be  chosen.  There  are  basically  two  types  of  high  speed  MAGLEV 
Systems.  The  electromagnetic  suspension  or  EMS,  commonly  referred  to  as  an  "attractive" 
system, .uses  electromagnets  to  pull  the  vehicle  up  toward  the  bottom  of  the  guideway, 
while  electrodynamic  or  EDS  systems  use  superconducting  magnets  to  generate  magnetic 
fields  to  repel  the  vehicle  up  from  the  top  of  the  guideway.  Both  systems  use  linear  motors 
for  propulsion. 
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EDS  technology  was  first  proposed  here  in  the  United  States  by  Dr's.  Gordon 
Danby  and  James  Powell  in  the  mid  1960's.  Although  several  models  and  schemes  were 
developed,  most  research  stopped  in  the  mid  1970's  as  federal  funding  was  halted.  The 
Japanese,  however,  picked  up  the  research  and  ran  laboratory  tests  of  magnetic  levitation 
using  superconductivity  in  1971.  In  1979,  a  test  vehicle  without  passengers  achieved  a 
speed  of  320  mph  on  the  Miyazaki  test  track.  Since  then,  however,  despite  the  spending  of 
over  $1  billion  in  research  and  testing,  the  system  has  been  plagued  by  problems  that  will 
prevent  it  from  achieving  commercijil  operation  before  the  year  2005.  Recently,  there  has 
been  a  surge  of  activity  in  the  United  States  to  develop  an  all-American  "leapfrog" 
MAGLEV,  using  EDS  technology.  It  must  be  stressed,  however,  that  such  a  system  will 
require  hundreds  of  millions  of  research  and  development  dollars  alone,  and  cannot 
possibly  be  ready  for  commercial  operation  in  this  century.  This  is  not  in  agreement  with 
MAGLEV  Inc.'s  goals  to  immediately  start  a  system  which  addresses  the  growing 
transportation  crisis  in  the  region,  and  to  deliver  badly  needed  economic  development 
through  the  creation  of  a  new  manufacturing  base. 

On  the  other  hand,  EMS  technology  is  ready  to  build  today.  In  fact,  a  low  speed 
(30  mph)  EMS  system  has  been  in  commercial  operation  at  Birmingham  Airport  in  the 
United  Kingdom  since  1984.  This  "attractive"  system  technology  goes  back  to  1922  when 
a  German  engineer,  Herman  Kemper,  first  proposed  this  principle  for  "floating  trains". 
Full  scale  development  of  high-speed  EMS  began  in  Germany  in  1969,  and  culminated  in 
1988  with  the  development  of  the  Transrapid  TR07,  built  by  a  consortium  of  German 
firms.  Over  $1  billion  has  been  spent  in  developing  this  train,  but  unlike  the  EDS 
technologies,  it  is  ready  for  commercial  operation.  It  has  been  continuously  tested  on  a  20 
mile  track  at  speeds  in  excess  of  270  mph,  has  undergone  rigorous  tests  for  safety  and 
reliability  by  the  German  government,  and  has  been  closely  scrutinized  by  experts  from  all 
over  the  world,  including  the  Unites  States  Federal  Railway  Administration  (FRA). 
Because  this  technology  is  ready  to  put  people  to  work  and  address  our  transportation 
problems  today,  it  was  chosen  by  MAGLEV,  Inc.  as  the  basis  for  the  Regional  and 
Demonstration  Systems.  In  the  course  of  preparing  final  design  of  such  a  system, 
MAGLEV,  Inc.  will  Americanize  the  system  to  meet  the  unique  needs  of  our  market.  We 
believe  changes  can  be  made  to  the  guideway  to  lower  the  capital  costs,  and  to  allow  it  to 
take  sharper  curves  at  higher  speeds,  thus  maximizing  the  use  of  existing  highway  rights- 
of-way.  The  signalling  and  communications  systems  also  will  be  redesigned  to  make  them 
state-of-the-art  American  systems.  It  is  our  intent  to  manufacture  the  system  here,  using 
American  labor  and  materials.  It  can  be  noted  that  a  double-track  MAGLEV  system  uses 
one  ton  of  steel  per  linear  foot  of  guideway  in  terms  of  the  economic  impact  of 
manufacturing  such  a  system. 

MAGLEV,  Inc.  is  currently  completing  the  DD&D  Study  mentioned  previously.  In 
this  study,  we  have  developed  conceptual  alignments,  cost  estimates  and  performance  plans 
for  the  Regional  System  linking  Pittsburgh  to  cities  throughout  Pennsylvania,  West 
Virginia  and  the  Mid-Atlantic  Region.  The  study  has  also  examined,  in  more  detail,  four 
alignments  for  a  Demonstration  System  between  the  new  Rttsburgh  International  Airport 
and  the  Downtown  Pittsburgh  area.  This  demonstration  line  will  serve  to  prove  the 
technology  under  commercial  operation,  and  to  establish  Pittsburgh  and  the  Tri-State  area 
as  the  MAGLEV  manufacturing  center  in  North  America.  In  addition,  the  Demonstration 
Line  will  serve  as  the  critical  first  link  in  the  Regional  System,  and  complement  other 
existing  and  planned  transportation  facilities  in  the  corridor  by  serving  as  one  of  the  most 
effective  Intermodal  Transfer  Transportation  Systems  in  the  world.  The  line  will  link  the 
new  Pittsburgh  International  Airport  via  an  8  minute  ride  to  Station  Square  near  downtown 
Pittsburgh.    At  this  point,  passengers  can  transfer  to  a  light  rail  system  and  subway. 
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Amtrak.  buses  (traveling  on  exclusive  busways),  water  taxis,  taxis,  park  and  ride  lots,  a 
commuter  funicular  or  can  take  a  short  walk  to  downtown. 

We  would  like  to  clarify  a  common  misconception  that  this  Demonstration  System 
would  largely  duplicate  services  being  provided  by  the  proposed  West  Busway  project 
being  implemented  by  the  Port  Authority  of  Allegheny  County.  The  Busway  will  serve 
local  transit  needs  by  connecting  neighborhoods  to  employment  centers  and  by  providing  a 
bus  bypass  of  the  highly  congested  Fort  F*itt  Tunnel  and  its  approaches  for  the  many 
existing  local  bus  routes  in  the  City's  West  End  and  near  western  suburbs.  The  busway  is 
also  needed  as  a  congestion  mitigation  measure  during  the  reconstruction  of  the  Fort  Pitt 
Bridge.  The  MAGLEV  Demonstration  System,  on  the  other  hand,  is  intended  as  a  revenue 
producing  MAGLEV  technology  demonstration  that  will  establish  Pennsylvania  and  the 
Tri-State  area  as  a  MAGLEV  manufacturing  center,  and  in  the  long-term  become  a  critical 
link  in  the  Regional  System  linking  Pittsburgh  Airport  to  other  airports  and  city  centers, 
including  downtown  Pittsburgh. 

The  Demonstration  System  has  a  widespread  community  support,  including  that  of 
local  governments,  business,  labor,  the  academic  community,  the  state  legislature  and  the 
Governor.  The  ISTEA  legislation  includes  federal  funding  for  design  and  construction  of  a 
prototype  system,  for  which  MAGLEV,  Inc.  is  well  positioned  due  to  the  work  already 
completed.  The  estimated  cost  of  the  Demonstration  System  is  $500  to  $600  million,  well 
within  the  amount  authorized  in  the  legislation  fa-  a  prototype  system.  An  economic  model 
indicates  that  this  investment  will  create  8,700  person-years  of  jobs  during  construction, 
primarily  in  the  areas  of  manufacturing,  construction,  transportation  and  mining.  The  total 
economic  benefits  would  be  $1  billion  to  $2  bilUon.  It  is  absolutely  the  only  system  which 
can  beat  the  ISTEA  requirement  of  being  on  the  ground  running  within  6  years  of  starting 
the  conceptual  design  competition,  because  it  is  based  on  a  technology  which  already 
exists.  Because  it  is  in  an  existing  transportation  corridor,  the  Demonstration  System  is 
forecasted  to  generate  enough  revenue  from  ridership  to  cover  its  operating  and 
maintenance  costs,  thus  defraying  some  of  the  testing  expenses  that  would  be  associated 
with  the  prototype  system. 

Upon  successful  completion  and  implementation  of  the  Demonstration  System, 
MAGLEV,  Inc.  is  prepared  to  expand  this  first  link  into  a  fully  Regional  System  serving  all 
of  Pennsylvania ,  West  Virginia  and  Ohio.  The  economic  model  developed  as  part  of  the 
study  indicates  that  such  a  system  would,  at  a  minimum,  cover  its  operating  and 
maintenance  costs  out  of  farebox  revenue,  and  bring  tremendous  economic  benefits  to  the 
region  by  creating  jobs  and  improving  molality.  A  ridership  model  previously  prepared  for 
the  Pennsylvania  High  Speed  Intercity  Rail  Passenger  Commission  indicates  that, 
depending  on  the  fare  structure,  a  statewide  system  would  carry  7  to  15  million  passengers 
annually.  Our  economic  model  forecasted  that  the  system  will  generate  annual  revenues  of 
approximately  $1  billion,  which  is  considerably  mcMe  than  the  projected  annual  operating 
and  maintenance  costs,  estimated  at  approximately  $400  million. 

Obviously,  considerable  public  investment  is  required  to  generate  the  capital  costs 
for  the  system,  but  the  benefits  are  many  and  diverse.  Construction  of  the  system  will 
create  675,000  person-years  of  employment,  which  translates  to  22,000  full  time  jobs  over 
a  30  year  construction  period.  Manufacturing,  in  a  region  which  desperately  needs  new 
industries,  would  account  for  34%  of  this  work,  with  10%  in  consUnction,  and  the  rest 
spread  over  other  industries  as  the  benefits  multiply  through  the  economy.  The 
improvement  in  mobility  created  by  the  system  will  be  crucial  in  bringing  the  economy  of 
the  region  into  the  21st  Century.  All  areas  of  Western  Pennsylvania,  West  Virginia  and 
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Ohio  will  be  opened  to  increased  tourism  and  a  dramatic  increase  in  economic  activity  from 
the  east  coast.  The  speed  of  the  system  would  make  all  of  West  Virginia  and  Western 
Pennsylvania  "bedroom  communities"  to  Pittsburgh  and  Washington,  DC.  These  areas 
will  also  have  the  improved  access  they  need  to  the  new  Pittsburgh  International  Airport, 
forecasted  (by  the  FAA)  to  be  the  8th  busiest  airport  in  the  country  by  the  year  2005. 
MAGLEV,  Inc.  is  a  well  established,  broad-based  organization  with  the  support  of 
business,  labor,  academia,  government  emd  the  public  throughout  the  Pittsburgh  and  Mid- 
Atlantic  Region.  We  have  studied  and  selected  a  system  which  can  improve  mobility  and 
create  jobs  now,  not  15  years  from  now,  with  a  technology  that  is  more  environmentally 
benign  than  any  other  mode  of  transportation  in  the  world.  An  investment  in  this  project  is 
an  investment  in  the  future  of  this  country. 

MAGLEV,  Inc.  is  appreciative  of  the  support  for  high  speed  ground  transportation 
being  put  forth  by  the  Administration  and  by  Congress.  We  look  forward  to  working  with 
this  Subcommittee  and  other  Members  of  Congress  to  reestablish  America's  leadership  in 
surface  transportation.  We  thank  you  for  affording  us  this  opportunity  to  testify. 


1277 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Brown. 

Let  me  ask  you  a  little  bit  about  Maglev,  Incorporated.  You  say 
that  the  corporation  is  a  public/private/labor  partnership  and  in- 
cludes shareholders  from  a  cross  section  of  business  with  the  most 
recent  addition  of  USAir,  government,  steelworkers,  building 
trades,  and  academia. 

Tell  me  a  little  more  about  the  corporation. 

Mr.  Brown.  Maglev,  Incorporated  is  composed  of — the  utility,  of 
course  is  Duquesne  Light,  AEG  Westinghouse,  the  Steelworkers, 
Carnegie  Mellon  University,  Michael  Baker  the  engineering  firm, 
Price  Waterhouse  is  an  advisor  to  us  and  a  member  of  the  board — 
it  is  very  broad-based. 

Mr.  Carr.  And  they  are  all  shareholders? 

Mr.  Brown.  All  of  the  members  mentioned  above  are  sharehold- 
ers. Of  course,  we  have  board  representatives  from  the  city,  the 
State,  and  the  county  governments  as  well.  But  by  law  they  are  not 
shareholders. 

Mr.  Carr.  What  is  the  capitalization? 

Mr.  Brown.  At  this  point  it  is  a  little  over  $1  million. 

Mr.  Carr.  In  how  many  shares? 

Mr.  Brown.  It  is  nine  shareholders  times  $140,000.  I  would  be 
glad  to  get  back  to  you  on  the  specifics  of  that. 

Mr.  Carr.  You  mentioned  USAir.  Are  they  a  shareholder? 

Mr.  Brown.  We  are  in  the  documentation  phase  of  formally  ap- 
proving USAir  as  a  member  of  the  board. 

Mr.  Carr.  How  much  money  did  they  put  out? 

Mr.  Brown.  They  will  put  up  $140,000,  which  will  be  in  the  form 
of  transportation  support. 

Mr.  Carr.  In  other  words,  their  contribution  is  in-kind? 

Mr.  Brown.  That's  correct. 

Mr.  Carr.  So  you  are  going  to  get  $140,000  worth  of  plane  tick- 
ets? 

Mr.  Brown.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Carr.  Are  the  other  shares  in-kind  or  are  they  in  cash? 

Mr.  Brown.  They  are  in  cash. 

Mr.  Carr.  What  do  you  think  of  the  maglev  proposal  in  Orlando, 
Florida? 

Mr.  Brown.  We  have  a  separate  system.  I  would  not  want  to  be 
critical  of  someone  else's  efforts.  We  believe  that  we  have  the  ap- 
propriate place  to  develop  a  maglev  system.  There  are  a  number  of 
different  competing  systems  that  have  been  looked  at  and  that  are 
being  proposed.  We  feel  that  with  the  ridership  studies  and  what- 
not, that  the  corridors  that  we  propose  to  serve  are  the  appropriate 
corridors.  And  with  the  system  that  we  have  developed  and  the 
background  support  for  the  manufacturing  that  we  believe  maglev 
will  bring,  we  feel  that  the  system  can  be  up  and  running  in  the 
shortest  possible  time. 

Mr.  Coyne.  I  might  just  add  to  that,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  Wes- 
tinghouse AEG,  a  builder  of  cars  for  this  concept,  is  located  in  Alle- 
gheny County. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  have  no  further  questions. 

Thank  you  for  being  here. 


1278 

Thursday,  April  1,  1993. 

SOUTHERN  CALIFORNIA  PROJECTS 
WITNESS 

HON.  ROBERT  K.  DORNAN,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 
STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA 

Mr.  Carr.  Our  next  witness  is  an  old  friend,  Congressman  Bob 
Dornan  from  the  State  of  California. 

Mr.  DoRNAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  as  a  fellow  lover  of  the  American 
automobile  and  automobiles  in  general,  did  you  go  to  the  showing 
last  night  of  GM's  Oldsmobile  Aurora? 

Mr.  Carr.  I  have  seen  the  Aurora  at  the  North  American  Auto- 
mobile Show.  We  don't  know  where  it  will  be  made,  but  it  is  being 
engineered  up  there.  It  is  a  fine-looking  automobile. 

Mr.  Dornan.  It's  a  great  name  because  there  are  still  rumors 
flying  world-wide  that  we  have  some  mach  5  airplane  called  the 
Aurora.  I  keep  ensuring  people  that  it  does  not  exist,  but  it  enters 
into  the  UFO  category,  so  people  refuse  to  believe  it.  So  Oldsmobile 
showed  great  foresight  in  using  that  beautiful  galactic  name. 

Mr.  Chairman,  because  we  have  a  vote,  I  am  going  to  try  to  keep 
my  statement  on  two  key  projects.  That  little  Orange  County  that 
sits  between  our  two  most  populous  counties  of  Los  Angeles  and 
San  Diego — for  a  whole  decade  there  we  were  even  bigger  in  popu- 
lation than  San  Diego  County,  but  they  have  a  lot  more  real  estate 
and  growing  room. 

The  first  project  is  the  Bristol  Street  improvement  project. 
Before  detailing  it,  I  want  to  thank  the  committee  for  all  its  past 
support  of  all  the  transportation  projects  in  Orange  County  because 
I  respresent  the  Democrat  district  right  in  the  center  of  Orange 
County.  I  respectfully  request  the  committee's  support  for  $8.59 
million  in  the  fiscal  year  1994  bill  to  continue  this  project. 

Everyone  in  this  room  is  aware  of  the  massive  transportation 
problems  that  we  have  in  southern  California,  part  of  America 
built  on  rubber  and  American  automobiles.  Because  of  many  com- 
plicated factors,  our  transportation  systems  as  a  whole  are  argu- 
ably the  most  overwhelmed  in  the  Nation.  Many  communities  are 
content  to  complain,  but  we  were  willing  to  do  our  share  to  solve 
these  transportation  problems  and  many  of  the  communities  in  my 
district  throughout  Orange  County  have  undertaken  very  aggres- 
sive measures  to  bring  an  end  to  this  commerce-stifling  gridlock 
and  congestion.  And  one  of  those  is  this  Bristol  Street  project. 

It  is  a  3.9-mile  segment  of  a  north/south  arterial.  It  is  a  major 
arterial  that  comes  right  in  the  middle  of  where  two  of  the  major 
freeways  in  the  west  come  together — the  Santa  Ana  1-5,  which 
runs  all  the  way  up  to  Canada,  and  the  San  Diego  1-405,  which  is 
just  equally  as  well  travelled.  Then  there  are  these  State  highways, 
east/west  streets— SR  22,  SR  57 — they  all  come  together  in  what 
has  now  become  infamously  known  as  the  Orange  Crush  because  it 
is  the  fourth  most  travelled  interchange  in  the  Nation. 

By  widening  the  surface  street  Bristol  from  a  four-lane  to  a  six- 
lane  arterial,  the  traffic  will  be  relieved  on  the  1-5,  this  Canadian 
to  Mexico  major  American  highway.  We  all  around  here  travel  I- 
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95,  which  is  the  east  coast  equivalent  of  our  1-5.  That  will  improve 
access  to  John  Wayne  Orange  County  Airport,  the  proposed  Ana- 
heim intermodal  complex,  and  the  Orange  County  proposed  mono- 
rail, which  I  certainly  hope  comes  off.  It  will  be  an  example  to  the 
whole  Nation  as  the  chairman  of  both  this  subcommittee  and  the 
major  committee  have  observed  in  the  past. 

The  total  cost  is  $120  million.  The  city  of  Santa  Ana  is  seeking 
only  partial  funding  for  just  a  .68-mile  section  at  a  cost  of  $33.5 
million.  This  year's  phase  will  cost  a  little  over  $10  million  and 
Santa  Ana,  the  city  itself,  will  be  contributing  20  percent  of  that 
figure. 

Let  me  skip  the  next  couple  of  paragraphs,  which  are  vital  but 
technical,  and  jump  to  the  larger  project  and  submit  the  rest  for 
the  record. 

Second,  I  want  to  ask  the  committee  to  support  $35  million  to 
complete  the  transportation  and  environmental  improvements  on 
this  massive  1-5  freeway,  running  from  Canada  to  Mexico.  The  sub- 
committee should  be  thanked  and  commended  for  past  support  on 
this  vital  project.  The  urban  access  and  mobility  title  of  ISTEA  pro- 
vided $14.8  million  for  7  miles  of  high  occupancy  vehicle  lanes  be- 
tween SR  57  and  SR  91.  This  is  the  single  most  congested  stretch  in 
all  of  southern  California  and  probably  the  whole  State. 

These  7  miles  of  lanes  are  now  partially  completed.  The  addition- 
al $35  million  will  allow  us  to  fully  complete  it. 

My  next  paragraph  describes  it  a  little  bit  and  that  will  be  in- 
cluded in  the  record. 

In  conclusion,  Mr.  Chairman,  my  good  friend,  I  would  like  to  ad- 
dress one  last  point.  I  can  tell  the  difference — I  think  we  all  can — 
between  real  investments  that  create  jobs  and  phantom  invest- 
ments that  do  not.  Bristol  Street  and  the  1-5  improvement  projects 
are  solid  investments  in  our  Nation's  future.  By  improving  trans- 
portation in  southern  California,  the  economy  of  California  and  the 
Nation  is  improved. 

Indeed,  it  is  estimated  that  the  time  spent  on  congested  free- 
ways— and  you  are  aware  of  this  in  your  own  area  and  on  the  east 
coast — is  about  $73  billion  nationwide  in  lost  productivity  in  1990, 
the  last  available  figures.  In  New  York  and  Los  Angeles  alone, 
they  have  a  chunk  of  $15  billion  out  of  that  $73  billion.  We  all 
know  that  time  is  money  the  way  demands  are  made  on  us  here. 

So  for  these  reasons,  I  have  always  supported  transportation  ap- 
propriation bills  as  a  legitimate  function  of  our  Federal  Govern- 
ment. I  look  forward  to  supporting  this  year's  bill  on  the  Floor  of 
the  House.  I  know  the  committee  looks  toward  that  and  I  under- 
stand completely  that  that  is  a  fair  request  of  those  of  us  who  come 
before  you  with  hat  in  hand. 

I  commend  the  work  of  this  committee  for  improving  America's 
transportation  systems,  the  envy  of  the  world —  Germany  auto- 
bahns  included — and  I  ask  for  their  support  for  Bristol  Street  and 
1-5  projects. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  the  Hon.  Dornan  follows:] 
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Honorable  Robert  K.  Dornan 

Testimony  Before  House  Appropriations  Committee 
Subcommittee  on  Transportation 

Honorable  Bob  Carr,  Chairman 
April  1,  1993 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  for  the  opportunity  to  testify  on 
behalf  of  two  critical  transportation  projects  that  will  affect 
my  district  in  Orange  County,  California,  as  well  as  all  of 
Southern  California. 

The  first  project  I  will  discuss  today  is  the  Bristol  Street 
Improvement  Project.   But  before  detailing  the  substance  of  this 
project,  I  extend  my  thanks  to  the  subcommittee  for  its  past 
support  of  transportation  projects  in  my  district,  and  I 
respectfully  request  the  Subcommittee's  support  for  $8.59  million 
in  the  FY  1994  appropriations  bill  for  the  Bristol  Street 
Improvement  Project. 

Mr.  Chairman,  everyone  in  this  room  is  aware  of  the  massive 
transportation  problems  we  have  in  Southern  California.   Because 
of  many  complicated  factors.  Southern  California  transportation 
systems  as  a  whole  are  arguably  the  most  overwhelmed  in  the 
nation.   While  many  communities  are  content  to  complain  but 
unwilling  to  solve  their  transportation  problems,  the  communities 
in  my  district  and  throughout  Orange  County  have  undertaken 
aggressive  measures  to  solve  their  problems  and  bring  an  end  to 
commerce-stifling  gridlock  and  congestion.   One  community  focused 
its  efforts  and  money  on  the  Bristol  Street  Project. 
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The  city  of  Santa  Ana  has  embarked  on  a  significant  effort 
to  widen  and  improve  a  3.9  mile  segment  of  Bristol  Street,  which 
is  a  major  north-south  arterial  surface  street  in  Orange  County. 
Currently,  there  is  considerable  congestion  on  all  transportation 
routes  in  Orange  County,  including  the  Santa  Ana  (1-5)  and  San 
Diego  (1-4  05)  Freeways.     In  fact,  Bristol  Street  connects  the 
interchange  of  SR-22,  SR-57,  and  1-5  in  the  North  to  1-405  in  the 
South.   This  northern  interchange  has  become  infamous  as  the 
Orange  Crush  because  it  is  the  fourth  most  travelled  interchange 
in  the  nation.   By  widening  Bristol  Street  from  a  four-lane  to  a 
six-lane  arterial,  congestion  will  be  relieved  on  traffic  choked 
1-5,  not  to  mention  Bristol  Street  itself. 

In  addition,  upgrading  Bristol  Street  will  improve 
connections  to  five  major  highways,  including  state  highways 
22,  55,  57,  and  91,  as  well  as  1-405.   The  widening  will  improve 
access  to  the  proposed  Orange  County  monorail,  the  proposed 
Anaheim  Intermodal  Complex,  and  the  John  Wayne/Orange  County 
Airport. 

The  total  cost  for  improving  Bristol  Street  is  $120  million. 
The  City  of  Santa  Ana  is  seeking  partial  federal  funding  of  only 
a  0.68  mile  section  of  Bristol  Street,  from  Pine  to  Tenth  Street. 
This  funding  will  improve  what  is  now  one  of  the  busiest 
intersections  in  the  county  at  a  cost  of  $33.5  million,  with  this 
year's  phase  costing  $10.23  million.   Santa  Ana  will  be 
contributing  20%  of  this  year's  cost  to  this  section  of  the 
project. 
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The  Bristol  Street  Improvement  Project  has  received  federal 
funding  in  the  past.   The  Intermodal  Surface  Transportation 
Efficiency  Act  (ISTEA)  included  $4.1  million  to  initiate  the 
Project.   I  want  to  make  every  effort  to  see  that  this  critical 
transportation  project  is  completed,  particularly  since  both  the 
federal  and  local  partners  have  committed  themselves  to  its 
completion. 

It  is  also  important  to  note  that  the  Bristol  Street 
Improvement  Project  is  ready  to  go.   All  environmental  work  has 
been  completed  and  there  would  be  no  delay  from  funding  to  the 
beginning  of  construction. 

Second,  I  would  ask  the  Subcommittee  to  support  $3  5  million 
for  FY  1994  to  complete  transportation  and  environmental 
improvements  on  1-5,  the  major  freeway  running  down  the  West 
Coast  from  Canada  to  Mexico. 

This  Subcommittee  should  be  commended  for  its  past  support 
for  this  vital  national  project.   The  Urban  Access  and  Mobility 
Title  of  ISTEA  provided  $14.8  million  for  7  miles  of  HOV  lanes 
between  state  routes  57  and  91.   This  is  the  single  most 
congested  stretch  of  Southern  California  roadway,  and  this 
project  is  essential  if  we  are  ever  going  to  see  an  improvement 
in  Southern  California's  transportation  and  environmental 
problems.   These  seven  miles  of  lanes  are  now  partially  completed 
and  the  additional  $35  million  will  allow  this  project  to  be 
fully  completed. 

In  addition  to  the  funding,  I  would  respectfully  request 
that,  in  keeping  with  the  spirit  of  ISTEA,  the  HOV-use 
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designation  be  expanded  to  include  "multi-modal"  facilities 
construction.   As  intended  by  the  original  ISTEA  legislation 
supported  by  this  Committee,  communities  were  to  be  given  broad 
control  over  appropriated  funds.   By  expanding  the  HOV-use 
designation  to  include  multi-modal  use,  the  1-5  project  will  be 
even  better  than  originally  intended. 

In  conclusion,  Mr.  Chairman,   I  would  like  to  address  one 
last  point.   As  a  conservative,  I  can  tell  the  difference  between 
real  investments  that  create  jobs  and  phantom  investments  that  do 
not.   The  Bristol  Street  and  1-5  improvement  projects  are  solid 
investments  in  our  nation's  future.   By  improving  transportation 
in  Southern  California,  the  economy  of  California  and  the  nation 
will  be  improved.   Indeed  it  is  estimated  that  time  spent  on 
congested  freeways  cost  about  $7  3  billion  nationwide  in  lost 
productivity  in  1990.   In  New  York  and  Los  Angeles  alone,  the 
annual  cost  of  congestion  is  $15  billion. 

As  we  can  see,  time  is  money.   The  more  this  committee  can 
improve  transportation  throughout  the  country,  the  more  our 
workers,  our  products,  and  our  services  can  be  speeded  to  their 
destinations.   That  is  money  in  the  bank  for  both  American 
businesses  and  workers.   For  these  reasons,  I  have  always 
supported  transportation  appropriations  bills  as  a  legitimate 
function  of  the  federal  government,  and  I  look  forward  to 
supporting  this  year's  bill  on  the  floor  of  the  House. 

I  commend  the  work  of  this  committee  for  improving  America's 
transportation,  and  I  ask  for  their  support  of  the  Bristol  Street 
and  1-5  improvement  projects. 
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Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.   I  would  be  glad  to  answer  any 
questions. 
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Mr.  Carr.  I  have  no  questions. 

Thank  you  for  being  here.  I  might  just  let  the  gentleman  know 
that  I  will  be  glad  to  get  up  to  the  learning  curve  on  Bristol  Street 
and  what  that  is.  I  might  indicate  to  you  that  I  spent  probably  an 
hour  and  a  half  or  two  hours  on  nothing  but  Interstate  5.  You  do 
have  some  needs  there  and  I  look  forward  to  working  with  you  on 
them. 

Mr.  DoRNAN.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Carr.  With  that,  we  will  take  a  short  recess  for  this  vote  and 
come  back  for  our  last  witness. 


Thursday,  April  1,  1993. 

WITNESS 

HON.  FRANK  PALLONE,  JR.,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM 
THE  STATE  OF  NEW  JERSEY 

Mr.  Carr.  I  would  like  to  welcome  to  the  Committee  Congress- 
man Frank  Pallone  of  New  Jersey,  whose  patience  probably  merits 
our  special  consideration.  We  will  make  your  prepared  statement  a 
part  of  the  record  and  ask  you  to  proceed. 

Mr.  Pallone.  I  am  just  going  to  sum  up,  if  I  could. 

I  was  listening  to  some  of  the  testimony  earlier  about  how  you 
often  ask  the  question  as  to  why  the  normal  funding  doesn't  reach 
these  projects,  which  I  take  to  be  the  formula  funding  that  is  avail- 
able. I  don't  really  have  the  answer  to  that.  Apparently  the  two 
projects  for  which  I  am  asking  support  in  my  district  are  ones 
which  the  State  at  least  has  indicated  to  us  would  not  be  a  part  of 
the  formula  funding.  They  are  asking  if  they  can  be  reached 
through  some  kind  of  earmarking  or  discretionary  funding.  I  would 
probably  have  to  get  back  to  you  on  that. 

But  essentially  the  two  projects — both  of  these  are  authorized,  I 
should  say.  One  is  a  new  transportation  link,  basically  a  rail  line 
for  the  western  part  of  Monmouth  and  Ocean  counties  and  areas 
part  of  which  I  used  to  represent  and  part  of  which  I  continue  to 
represent  after  the  redistricting. 

Basically,  this  is  a  growing  area — two  counties  that  have 
achieved  a  tremendous  population  growth  in  the  last  10  years  or  so 
and  find  that  an  existing  rail  line,  which  is  basically  along  the 
coast  in  the  eastern  part  of  the  region,  is  not  satisfactory.  They  are 
looking  for  an  additional  rail  line  in  the  western  part  of  the  region 
that  would  link  up  with  North  Jersey  and  ultimately  New  York 
City. 

We  do  have,  I  understand,  a  $1.8  million  grant  from  the  MTA  to 
begin  the  planning.  There  was  $3  million  appropriated  for  fiscal 
year  1993  to  continue  with  the  design  work.  Essentially,  we  would 
need  an  additional  $3  million  in  fiscal  year  1994  to  complete  the 
design  work  on  the  project.  That  would  be  prior  to  any  construction 
work. 

If  you  want  me  to  help  you  with  that  map,  if  you  look  in  the  cen- 
tral Jersey  area  and  you  identify  along  the  coast — or  not  too  far 
from  the  coast — in  Ocean  County  Lakewood,  New  Jersey — I  don't 
know  if  you  can  see  it  on  there. 
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Mr.  Carr.  I  have  Ocean  County. 

Mr.  Pallone.  A  little  inland  from  the  coast  is  Lakewood  in 
Ocean  County  in  the  northern  part. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  have  it. 

Mr.  Pallone.  We  are  talking  about  a  rail  link  that  would  travel 
there  through  the  western  part  of  the  county  and  essentially  link 
up  to  the — if  you  just  travel  north,  essentially,  up  to  the  Amboys. 

Mr.  Carr.  Along  US  9? 

Mr.  Pallone.  Yes.  Essentially,  it  is  an  alternative  to  US  9  be- 
cause US  9  is  the  major  artery  there  and  that  is  terribly  clogged 
with  all  kinds  of  traffic  congestion.  This  is  envisioned  essentially  as 
an  alternative  to  Route  9  that  would  link  up  to  the  North  Jersey 
coastline  around  the  Amboy  area,  or  even  possible  to  the  Amtrak 
line,  depending  on  how  the  design  goes. 

That  is  one  project. 

Mr.  Carr.  Could  I  ask  you  a  question  on  that  one  before  we  get 
to  the  other  one? 

Mr.  Pallone.  Sure. 

Mr.  Carr.  Is  this  an  existing  rail  link  now? 

Mr.  Pallone.  Yes.  There  is  an  existing  freight  line  and  part  of  it 
is  also  Conrail.  The  majority  of  it,  I  think,  is  Conrail.  Some  of  it  is 
used  for  freight  now  and  some  of  it  is  just  not  used  at  all.  But  there 
is  an  existing  right-of-way  in  line  there. 

Mr.  Carr.  So  the  $3  million  would  be  used  for  what?  To  upgrade 
existing  track?  Or  to  lay  a  separate  track  on  the  right-of-way? 

Mr.  Pallone.  No,  this  is  strictly  for  the  design  work.  In  other 
words,  we  have  an  MTA  grant  of  $1.8  million  for  the  planning  and 
$3  million  in  each  of  fiscal  years  1993  and  1994  to  provide  for  the 
completion  of  alternatives  analysis,  preliminary  engineering,  and 
environmental  impact  statement.  That  is  what  we're  talking  about. 

My  understanding  is  that  there  was  $3  million  appropriated  in 
last  year's  fiscal  year  1993  budget  and  we  are  looking  for  an  addi- 
tional $3  million  pursuant  to  the  authorization. 

Mr.  Carr.  And  what  is  it  aimed  at  doing?  Upgrading  track? 
Laying  new  track? 

Mr.  Pallone.  As  I  said,  I  have  actually  been  across  the  whole 
length  of  the  travel.  But  we  essentially  had  to  travel  on  a  little 
jeep  that  went  along  the  track.  For  the  first  third  of  that  from 
Lakewood  north,  there  is  an  existing  freight  line.  Then  for  the  next 
third  of  it,  there  is  an  existing  track,  but  that  has  been  overgrown 
and  is  not  used.  Then  for  the  northern  third,  there  is  an  existing 
freight  line. 

So  we  aren't  talking  about  any  of  the  construction  phase  here. 
You  would  have  to  basically  upgrade  the  existing  Conrail  track  and 
probably  lay  some  new  track  in  the  area  that  is  overgrown.  But 
there  is  a  right-of-way. 

Mr.  Carr.  And  who  is  going  to  operate  this? 

Mr.  Pallone.  It  would  be  the  commuter  line  for  New  Jersey 
Transit.  The  North  Jersey  coast  line,  which  runs  along  the  coast  in 
a  similar  area  is  the  New  Jersey  Transit  Line  that  eventually  uses 
the  tracks  of  Amtrak  further  north. 

Mr.  Carr.  All  right. 

Now  your  next  project? 
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Mr.  Pallone.  The  next  project,  which  is  also  authorized,  is  basi- 
cally for  the  completion  of  Route  18.  Route  18  essentially  starts  in 
the  southern  part  of  Monmouth  County  near  the  Belmar  area, 
which  is  along  the  coast,  and  has  been  completed  as  far  north  as 
New  Brunswick,  which  is  now  in  my  district. 

We  are  trying  to  get  the  actual  construction  funds  to  complete 
that  last  gap  that  would  link  Route  18  to  Federal  Interstate  287, 
which  as  you  can  see  is  north  of  New  Brunswick. 

This  is  essentially — for  a  number  of  purposes — first  of  all,  this  is 
a  major  employment  corridor  for  business,  industry,  and  manufac- 
turing between  New  Brunswick  and  287.  In  addition,  it  would  pro- 
vide better  access  for  Rutgers  sporting  events.  Rutgers  University 
is  essentially  located  between  New  Brunswick  and  287  in  Pis- 
cataway.  That  is  where  the  new  athletic  stadium  is.  All  the  sports 
facilities  are  located  in  there. 

I  can't  tell  you  how  much  is  in  the  sports  even  or  employment, 
but  essentially,  it  is  the  missing  link  in  that  whole  transportation 
corridor  that  would  link  Route  18,  bringing  people  from  Monmouth 
County  into  Middlesex  County,  and  then  to  287,  which  goes  further 
north  into  the  western  parts  of  Morris,  Somerset,  and  further 
north,  as  you  can  see. 

My  understanding  is  that  the  State  is  using  Federal  money  for 
the  design  work.  They  are  looking  for  funding  for  the  actual  con- 
struction, otherwise  the  construction  would  be  delayed. 

Again,  why  the  normal  funding  doesn't  reach  these  projects,  I 
don't  know.  I  probably  would  have  to  get  back  to  you  on  that. 

Mr.  Carr.  You  could  get  a  letter  from  the  New  Jersey  DOT.  Per- 
haps they  weren't  thinking  that  a  supplemental  would  be  coming 
along.  In  the  supplemental,  New  Jersey  gets  $86  million. 

Mr.  Pallone.  Exactly. 

Actually,  at  one  point  I  was  reading  in  the  newspapers  that  the 
supplemental  would  hopefully  include  that  project.  So  I  think  I 
need  to  get  back  to  you  on  that. 

Mr.  Carr.  We  need  to  have  on  any  of  these  highway  projects,  in 
particular,  an  indication  from  the  State  DOT  as  to  where  this  par- 
ticular project  is  in  the  pecking  order  of  their  funding,  the  pecking 
order  of  need,  et  cetera.  A  lot  of  times,  I  have  had  projects  in  my 
own  State  where  the  need  was  great,  but  the  reach  of  the  dollars 
was  just  always  on  the  bottom  edge,  although  it  was  a  highway 
that  was  listed  as  one  of  the  most  dangerous  in  southeastern  Michi- 
gan. But  because  it  was  a  high  cost  to  fix,  the  State  decisionmaking 
authority  always  found  more  miles  per  dollar  someplace  else.  They 
never  seemed  to  quite  get  to  this  project. 

But  they  were  helpful  in  documenting  the  need  for  it  and  every- 
thing else,  despite  the  fact  that  the  money  didn't  come.  We  need  to 
have  a  record  showing  their  support. 

Mr.  Pallone.  We  will  definitely  follow  up  on  that  for  you.  I  ap- 
preciate your  patience. 

Mr.  Carr.  On  my  map,  I  show  18  connecting  with  287. 

Mr.  Pallone.  There  is  the  last  section  that  is  not  complete.  If  I 
could  just  show  you  this,  it  is  that  section  right  there  that  is  incom- 
plete. 

Mr.  Carr.  This  is  a  small  map,  and  I  was  assuming  that  18  took 
a  turn.  I  was  actually  looking  at  Route  1. 
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Mr.  Pallone.  Once  you  get  into  New  Brunswick,  the  section  that 
is  completed  actually  goes  a  little  north  of  New  Brunswick  into  Pis- 
cataway,  I  believe. 

Mr.  Carr.  From  this  map,  it  does  look  as  if  there  is  a  river  that 
has  to  be  crossed. 

Mr.  Pallone.  That  is  the  Raritan.  That  is  correct.  Right  now, 
there  is  a — I  don't  think  the  river  is  part  of  the  project  because  I 
believe  18  does  go  over  the  river. 

I  believe  it  gets  to  the  other  side  of  the  river? 

Mr.  Carr.  We  will  have  to  get  some  larger  maps.  We  don't  have 
enough  of  this  area. 

Mr.  Pallone.  I  believe  the  bridge  takes  you  over  the  river  and 
then  that  is  where  it  ends  because  when  you  get  to  the  other  side 
of  the  river,  that  is  where  you  have  to  go  to  secondary  roads  again. 

Mr.  Carr.  If  the  State  Highway  Department  has  some  good  blow- 
ups of  this  area,  that  would  be  helpful. 

Mr.  Pallone.  Certainly,  Mr.  Chairman. 

[The  prepared  sttement  of  the  Hon.  Pallone  follows:] 
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statement  of  Representative  Frank  Pallone,  Jr. 
Subcommittee  on  Transportation  Appropriations 

March  31,  1993 


Mr.   Chairman,  thank  you  for  allowing  me  an  opportunity  to  bring 
several  projects  to  your  attention. 

Despite  the  20%  reduction  in  federal  funding  because  of  the 
obligation  ceiling  in  last  year's  budget  resolution,  the  State  of 
New  Jersey  has  established  an  ambitious  capital  program.   I  am 
here  to  support  them  in  this  effort  and  to  encourage  the  panel  to 
seriously  consider  providing  discretionary  funds  which  may  be 
available  to  move  these  projects  ahead. 

The  first  of  these  projects  is  to  provide  money  for  the  design  of 
a  transportation  link  between  western  New  Jersey  and  the  North 
Jersey  Coast  Line.   I  was  able  to  obtain  authorization  for  this 
project  in  the  Transportation  bill  when  I  served  on  Public  Works. 
The  State  has  received  a  $1.8  million  dollar  grant  from,  the  MTA 
to  begin  planning  and  design.   If  the  Committee  were  able  to 
provide  $3.0  million  during  FY  94,  the  State  can  continue  without 
interruption  in  planning  and  complete  the  project,  as  intended 
within  a  four  -  five  year  time  period. 

Another  project  which  is  a  priority  to  the  State  is  the 
completion  of  Route  18.   The  State  had  intended  to  complete 
design,  right  of  way  acquisition  and  construction  for  the 
extension  of  Route  18  from  its  present  terminus  at  River  Road  to 
Route  1-287.   Unless  we  can  obtain  an  additional  $44.6  million  in 
federal  funds,  the  State  must  delay  construction. 
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Page  Two 

The  project  will  complete  a  gap  in  the  State  highway  system  and 
provide  better  access  for  Route  18  traffic  trying  to  reach  I- 
287,  Rutgers  University  and  employment  centers  in  the  northern 
part  of  Piscataway  and  points  north  of  1-287.   The  University  and 
State  are  both  anxious  to  begin  promoting  more  sports  events  and 
concerts  and  to  complete  the  transport  link  to  major  employment 
centers. 

Any  help  this  panel  can  provide  in  working  to  accelerate  these 
projects  would  be  helpful.  Thank  you. 
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Mr.  Carr.  We  don't  make  these  requests  to  be  vexatious.  It  is 
really  that  we  don't  know  when  we  get  to  the  Floor  who  is  going  to 
put  their  cross-hairs  on  what.  If  it  happens  to  be  something  we 
have  helped  deal  with,  we  want  to  have  it  all  sitting  right  there  so 
that  we  can  make  the  defense. 

Mr.  Pallone.  I  understand. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Pallone.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Carr.  With  that,  today's  meeting  of  the  Appropriations  Sub- 
committee on  Transportation  is  concluded. 
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